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“When that boatload of wobblies come 
Up to Everett, the sheriff says 
Don’t you come no further 
Who the hell’s yer leader anyhow? 
Whds yer leader? 

And them wobblies yelled right back— 

We airit got no leader 

We*re all leaders 

And they kept right on cornin’ * 


—From an interview with 
an unknown worker 
Sutcliffe, Nevada 
June, 1947. 




for 

J. B. S. Hardman, 
Labor Intellectual 
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INTRODUCTION 


WHAT ARE LABOR LEADERS LIKE? 


WHILE OLDER Spokesmen are still being heroized, new men are 
accumulating power in America. Inside this country today, the 
labor leaders are the strategic actors: they lead the only organi- 
zations capable of stopping the main drift towards war and 
slump. 

Twenty-five years ago, the movement which they led was scat- 
tered and straggling, the country in which they led it was secure 
and hopeful, and the world was thought to have been made safe 
for democracy. Now, in the middle of the twentieth century, 
their movement mvolves one-third of the American people, the 
power of the world is one-half American, and democracy every- 
where is unsafe and in retreat. 

What the U.S. does, or fails to do, may be the key to what 
will happen in the world. What the labor leader does, or fails 
to do, may be the key to what will happen in the U.S. 

To ask what sort of man the labor leader is, is also to ask what 
sort of organization he is running and what sort of country he 
is running it in. He is not a private citizen; he is a social actor, 
and the first condition of his action is the character of his union. 
The labor leader is a union-made product, and that is true 
whether he built his union single-handed and now treats it as 
his private property or whether he came into it late in life and 
still feels like a stranger in it. 

The labor union is an army; the labor leader is a generalissimo. 
The union is a democratic town meeting; the leader is a parlia- 
mentary debater. The union is a political machine; the leader is 
a political boss. The union is a business enterprise, supplying a 
labor force; the labor leader is an entrepreneur, a contractor of 
labor. The labor union is a regulator of the workingmans indus- 
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trial animosity; the labor leader is a salaried technician of ani- 
mosity, gearing men at work into an institution and then easing 
that institution through the slumps and wars and booms of 
American society. 

The labor leader is like an old-fashioned general: he recruits 
and commands an army. But there are all sorts of armies. The 
union is niore like a loose-knit guerrilla outfit, run by a war lord, 
than like a modem armed force mn by some bureaucrats espe- 
cially trained in the skilled use of mechanized violence. Yet in 
any union, as in any army, there is a hierarchy and there is disci- 
pline, Generals cannot be generals withoyt sergeants, and neither 
make up an army unless discipline connects each to the other 
and to a mass of soldiers. In this sense, unions are armies, with 
some of the best and some of the worst discipline that is to be 
found anywhere today. It is no small thing to be among the 180- 
odd generals— the presidents of the national unions— with 14,000,- 
000 people organized as a reserve corps for industrial battle. 

Probably half of those 14,000,000 are disciplined enough to 
quit work on a few hours" notice if so ordered. But neither armies 
nor unions are constantly at war nor always in a militant state. 
There are treaties, armistices, and diplomatic relations with the 
enemy. Yet at all times the union is organized and prepared for 
the possibility of industrial battle. It has its spies and its military 
secrets; and within certain limits, it can virtually conscript its 
soldiers for service in the line. 

In one key respect the U.S. union is very unlike the U.S. 
Army: it elects its own generals and sergeants, sometimes every 
one or two years and sometimes during the very course of peril- 
ous battle. It is an army that votes by actual ballot and "with its 
feet”; by acting or refusing to act, it votes on the declarations 
of war and on the terms of the armistice. That is why the labor 
union is not only an army but also a town meeting, and why the 
labor leader is not only a general or a sergeant but also a parlia- 
mentary leader. 
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Almost always on paper, and often in real life, the American 
labor unions are democratic societies. Probably they are the most 
democratic societies of their size in the world; what other con- 
tinuous, voluntary associations of equal size exist with which 
they might be compared? 

Between the democracy of the town meeting and the discipline 
necessary for militant action, there is a tension which the labor 
leader has resolved in the way of formal democracies everywhere 
—by the political machine. There are not many features of a city 
political machine that cannot be matched by a union machine. 
Bill Crump, boss of Memphis, Tennessee, and Bill Hutcheson, 
boss of the Carpenters Union, have much in common. The union 
world is a world of political machines; the labor leader is a ma- 
chine politician. 

Machine bosses at the top require ward heelers at the bottom: 
the labor bosses have district and local ‘‘pork-choppers,’* their 
business agents and international representatives. These agents 
fix things with the locals and the districts; they carry orders and 
report back what they have picked up in the wards. Not all 
business agents and international representatives are party hacks 
on patronage; their formal job is to assist the locals in organizing 
and in arranging the points of contact with business. But many 
a business agent or international representative is part of the 
machine of the top man, and many another is eating pork chops, 
even though he lost out in his local, because he stood by the high 
boss. 

Big machine bosses make deals with other big bosses and with 
little bosses. Jurisdictional allocations of the building trades 
unions are examples of such deals. One might say that the AJFL, as 
well as the CIO, is an interlocking of large and small political 
machines. The deals by which these federations are tied together 
are often those of political machinists, entered into for the powers 
they bestow and the guarantees they offer the union leaders as 
political bosses. 
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Yet the labor leader is not merely the war lord, the parlia- 
mentary leader, and the machine boss. The main and constant 
function of a union is to contract labor to an employer and to 
have a voice in the terms of that contract. 

A union stands or falls by the success or failure of its contract- 
ing job. Everything in the world of the business-like unions re- 
volves around that. At different times labor unions look like many 
different things, but as long as they operate as going concerns, 
as labor unions, they must in some way regulate the conditions 
of employment within an occupation or an industrial market for 
labor. And that means that the labor leader is a business entre- 
preneur in the important and specialized business of contracting 
a supply of trained labor. 

Has Charles O’Neil, executive for the coal owners and a Re- 
publican, got any more business sagacity than John L. Lewis, 
executive for the coal miners and a Republican? And is it far- 
fetched to believe that, given the motive and the opportunity, 
young Walter Reuther, president of the Automobile Workers’ 
Union, could do the job that young Henry Ford, president of 
the Ford Motor Company, is doing just as well or perhaps better? 

The labor leader organizes and sells wage workers, to the high- 
est bidder on the best terms available. He is a jobber of labor 
power. He accepts the general conditions of labor under capital- 
ism and then, as a contraeting agent operating within that sys- 
tem, he higgles and bargains over wages, hours, and working 
conditions for the members of his union. The labor leader is the 
worker’s entrepreneur in a way sometimes similar to the way 
the corporation manager is the stockholder’s entrepreneur. In the 
world of business there are old-fashioned entrepreneurs and new- 
fashioned managers, and so it is in the world of labor. 

A labor union is a combination in restraint of an unfree labor 
market. Labor markets are rarely free because in them the only 
kind of contract the individual laborer can usually make is the 
type lawyers call "distress contracts.” The individual employee 
and the individual employer are too unequal in power to permit 
free bargaining. A labor union is a combination looking toward 
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the creation of a free labor market by equalizing the power of 
employers and employees. 

'Trade unionism,” one of our leading labor leaders says, “needs 
capitalism like a fish needs water.” If we understand by “trade 
unionism” unions as we now know them, he is quite correct. 
Trade unions and private property are now parts of the same 
system. Before there was private property there were no labor 
unions; and whenever the state takes on the functions of the en- 
trepreneur, it is also likely to invade, conquer, and finally abolish 
the functions now performed by labor leaders. 

The labor leader as we know him will not last any longer than 
the businessman as we know him. He is performing an entre- 
preneurial function, however specialized it may sometimes seem, 
and his fate is the general fate of the entrepreneur, plus certain 
special treatments. 

During the late Thirties, the labor leader spoke the language 
and acted the part of a rebel, but this is a role he usually plays 
only during times of militant organization. In a less obvious way, 
however, and with many cloaking myths, the labor leader con- 
tinually challenges the received business system. Whether he 
knows it or not, and often he seems not to know, he is fighting 
the power conferred on other types of entrepreneurs by the rights 
of property and the laws guaranteeing those rights. If he is for 
the closed shop, he must be against freedom of contract. If he is 
for an improvement of shop conditions and for a change in the 
ways of managing a shop, he is, in fact, encroaching upon the 
received prerogatives of the managers of property. 

The union is a human institution established to accumulate 
power and to exert it. The leader of the union is not of the elite 
of money or of prestige, but he is a member of the elite of power. 
The labor leader is a powerful man: he accumulates power and 
he exerts it over the union member and over property. 

Property owners pull the worker into their sphere and then 
manage* his working life. Within the owner s shop, the workman 
is under the command of the owner or his agents. The owners 
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make economic decisions within and between business enter- 
prises, and these affect the worker. The employers dominate the 
labor market by dictating the workers’ wages and hours; when 
they have monopoly advantage, they set prices behind the backs 
of the unorganized consumers. Their whole sphere of domination 
is enlarged and strengthened as they increasingly enlist the aid 
of the state. 

Yet at ekch point where property ovmers strive to dominate, 
the labor union and its leader rebel against that domination. 
The union attempts to move in on it in the interest of the or- 
ganized workers. It sets up rules and grievance procedures for 
the place of work. In some industries, such as the garment trades, 
it makes rules about the higher administrative functions of man- 
agement, stating what they can and cannot do by way of pro- 
duction and merchandising. It defies the uncontrolled sway of 
property in setting th^ rates and regulations for wages and the 
conditions in the labor market. And as a pressure group it tries to 
counteract the power of property in the commodity market and 
over the apparatus of the state. 

During mass organization drives, the labor leader whips up 
the opinion and activity of the rank and file and focuses them 
against the business corporation as a pedestal of the system 
and against the state as the crown of the system. At such times, 
he is a man voicing loudly the discontent and the aspirations of 
the people next to the bottom, and he is seen and recognized 
as a rebel and an agitator. Yet, in fact, all the time that he is the 
leader of a live and going union, the labor leader is in conflict 
with the powers of property: he is a rebel against individual 
business units and their unmolested exercise of the powers which 
property conveys. In his timidity and fear and eagerness to stay 
alive in a hostile environment, he does not admit this, and he 
often believes that he is not a rebel in the senses named, but the 
fact remains that he is. He is serving the function of a modem 
rebel by virtue of what his organization must do to live; modem 
rebels need not be romantic figures. 

Yet even as the labor leader rebels, he holds back rebellion. 
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He organizes discontent and then he sits on it, exploiting it in 
order to maintain a continuous organization; the labor leader is 
a manager of discontent. He makes regular what might otherwise 
be disruptive, both within the industrial routine and within the 
union which he seeks to establish and maintain. During wars, he 
may hold down wildcat strikes; during ups\vings of the economic 
cycle, he may encourage sit-down possession of private property. 
In the slump-war-boom rhythm of modem American society, the 
labor union is a regulator of disgmntlement and ebullience, and 
the labor leader, an agent in the institutional channehng of ani- 
mosity. 

The labor leader is an army general and a parliamentary de- 
bater, a pohticai boss and an entrepreneur, a rebel and a disci- 
phnarian. We can move with our camera across the universe of 
unions, taking snapshots of a variety of specialized actors; we can 
move through time, taking pictures of men at difiFerent moments 
in the course of union history. But in order to get a representa- 
tive portrait of the labor leader today, we have to gather sys- 
tematic information about a large number of labor leaders. 

The 500 whom we have studied represent a cross-section of 
America’s national, state, and city leaders.* They come from all 
regions of the country, from diflFerent-sized cities, from large 
and small, old and young unions. They are the men who have 
made union policy during the late war years and the recent 
years of the peace. This book is a collective portrait of these 
labor leaders, set in their American time and society. 

We have tried to see the labor leader as part of the American 
scene and to relate him to what is happening to the whole of 
modern society. In order to understand him as a man and as a 
social actor, we have to understand the worlds in which he oper- 
ates. As a social actor, he is known superficially to the general 
public and intimately to special political publics. These several 
publics are an important feature of the labor leader’s milieu, and 
we must study the images they hold of him. But he is, above all, 

^ Our sample is discussed in the Notes and Sources, pp. 300-303. 
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the leader of a certain kind of organization; the labor union 
must be understood if the labor leader is to be understood. 
Publics and unions affect the kind of man and actor the labor 
leader is; they form the backdrop for the general role he plays 
in American society and, in particular, for the curious role he 
plays in his relations with businessmen and politicians. 

In our method we have combined the statistical and the quali- 
tative. Marx once remarked that the calculation of averages is the 
most explicit form of contempt for the individual. And yet, with- 
out "averages’’ the modern understanding is greatly enfeebled. 
In this book we have tried to avoid both the arbitrary trivializa- 
tion that results when understanding is on the level of the anec- 
dotal biography and the sterile contempt for individual reality 
that results when understanding is reduced to the statistical sum- 
mary. We have tried to proceed as systematically, accurately, 
and carefully as posable in an inchoate field of study. We hope 
this is not inconsistent with our further aim to be politically 
relevant. 



PART ONE 




CHAPTER ONE 


THE POLITICAL PUBLICS 


THE AMERICAN labor leader, like the politician and the big busi- 
nessman, is now a public figure: different groups hold various 
images of him. He is reviled and acclaimed by small and polit- 
ically alert publics; he is tolerated and abused by the mass 
public. And always, like other men of power, he is carefully 
watched by men inside his own organization. 

As a public actor and as a private man, the labor leader re- 
sponds in various ways to the images others hold of him. How he 
acts publicly and what sort of private man he becomes is affected 
by which of the images he takes most seriously. 

The labor leader may willingly trade external prestige for in- 
ternal power and live within the narrow political world of the 
machine he has built inside his craft or industry. But even within 
this machine, the images held of him by others affect his conduct 
and his outlook. He must see himself as others see him even if 
these others are only "Tiis own boys” in his own union. Sometimes 
the images held by his own boys are so pleasant to behold that 
the labor leader, even as other men, tries hard never to look be- 
yond them. But everyone in the union is not his boy; and the 
opposition may rudely shove its contrasting images before him. 
It is hard to push such rude images away and still be seen in the 
mirror. To retain power means to deal successfully with these 
obtrusive views, for they may reflect something of the shifting 
ideas of the rank and file, and they may influence what this rank 
and file will come to beheve. 

Other leaders, especially those above him in the union world, 
also have images of the labor leader; and he will seldom make 
major decisions without worrying about how they may affect his 
reputation and his chances for advancement. And these other 
union people, as well as his own rank and file, may be seriously 
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influenced by the opinions of people altogether outside the union 
world. 

In one way or another, the labor leader takes these outsiders’ 
opinions into account, for to him they are public opinion which, 
although often a distant force, may at any time work its influen- 
tial way into the minds of the very people upon whom his con- 
tinued status and future power most obviously rest Outside the 
unions, two types of publics carry opinions of him: one is the 
small circle of politically alert publics; the other is the great 
American public of politically passive people. 

Politically alert people are keenly and"* continuously interested 
in political affairs. They take active stands, identifying themselves 
with various political actors and trying to figure out what they 
would do if they had the power. When the politically alert 
change their politics,"they change their principles and ideas, for 
they must state their views about specific events and policies in 
terms of the principles and ideas from which they can be de- 
duced or in terms of which they can be justified. To them, voting 
is a collective realization of substantial convictions rather than 
the formal duty of an individual. 

Unlike the mass population, which does not reason out an 
image of the labor leader and his organization in terms of a set 
of political principles, the small, politically alert publics do for- 
mulate such views. They connect their general expectations with 
the demands they make on specified political means, which in- 
clude political men and thus, for them, include labor leaders. 
The images they hold of the labor world and of its leaders vary 
according to their general political orientation; their images of 
labor thus help us to classify the political publics as right, center, 
or left. 

Political publics may be located by the publications they read 
and the organizations they support. The constant readers of 
the right-wing newsletters and the inner circle of the NAM, 
as over against the constant readers of the Trotskyist press and 
the members of small left parties, may thus be compared with 
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each other and with readers of the New Republic, Nation, and 
New Leader, and members of liberal third parties which operate 
in various states. 

We do not Know just how many people are in the politically 
alert publics. We can only guess: on the basis of the estimated 
circulations of selected publications, trying to eliminate overlaps; 
and on the estimated memberships of the several organizations 
involved, attempting to eliminate the inactive members. On these 
two bases, we know that the number of the politically alert is 
only a minute fraction of the U.S. population. 

That the great bulk of people are politically passive does not 
mean that they do not at given times and on certain occasions 
play the leading role in political change. They may not be politi- 
cally assertive, but it would be short-sighted to assume that they 
cannot move, on surprisingly short order, into the zones of po- 
litical alertness. 

The general political outlook of the alert publics rests upon 
the type of demand that each of them raises and upon the kinds 
of people that each of them contain. Each holds a rather distinct 
view of labor and of labor leaders, and these views are linked 
with their social makeups and their larger political expectations. 

The Far Left 

The far or Leninist left, as represented primarily by the two 
Trotskyist parties, raises political demands that are specifically 
focused and continuous. Its followers know what they want and 
they want it all the time. They want capitalism smashed and 
socialism, with "workers’ control,” triumphant. To gain these 
ends, they demand "independent working-class action,” which 
requires an independent labor party. 

The members of this public operate on what is probably the 
most systematized view of political reality now available. Indeed, 
it is so well worked out that, for most occasions, people who be- 
lieve but who are not very intelligent can formulate an attitude 
on any given issue. In this sense, the far left supports its ad- 
herents with an almost popish set of ideas. 
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At present, the far left is composed of younger men and 
women; it is centered very largely in metropolitan New York, 
with tiny cells in a few other cities. There probably has been a 
very great turnover among these little groups in the past. Al- 
though some of the college-educated in the far left work in fac- 
tories, the membership is certainly not predominantly wage 
workers, TBe main source of supply has been one or two of the 
New York city colleges. As people of faith, members are dedi- 
cated, rationalized, and inflexible; they always have great po- 
litical will and vast energies, and sometimes a little vision. Given 
their inconsequential power, they often seem like bureaucrats 
without a bureaucracy. 

The far leftists hold that unions are one step toward class- 
conscious organizations and should be politically guided and de- 
veloped as instruments for tlie struggle. The trade union leader, 
in their view, must become a leading member or a close follower 
of a radical political party, or should be fought by party-inspired 
rank-and-file militants. Since it is plain that union leaders seldom 
fulfill the role assigned to them, the typical far left treatment runs 
like this: 

The framework within which the far left locates labor is po- 
litical and manipulative. The far leftist is generally critical of the 
labor leader, although he is gentle toward the union rank and 
file. He most approves those unions which seem to have direct 
power over the conditions of labor; he may even see the closed 
shop as a sort of prototype and training ground for * workers" con- 
tror rather than as a mere hedging in of a labor market. 

The major line of argument used by most far left splinter 
groups is: (1) labor leaders are not political enough, that is, not 
radical in their political views and activities; (2) labors rank and 
file is radical, or potentially so, which means that the rank and 
file, if led by radical leaders, would become involved in a revo- 
lutionary movement; therefore (3) most of the present leaders 
do not respond to what the rank and file really want— and thus 
(4) most of the leaders of labor are really mis-leaders of the labor- 
ing class. 
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The Independent Left 

By definition, the independent leftists are not explicitly clus- 
tered around any periodical or organizational center. Until re- 
cently, many of them read such magazines as Politics and Par- 
tisan Review, Now Partisan Review has more or less retreated 
from left-wing political life, and Politics has become admittedly 
tired of politics and even of life. Like the little magazines which 
carry their opinions, independent leftists come and go. In a way 
they are grateful parasites of the left: they seldom attempt or- 
ganization but can feel strong only when left organizations are 
going concerns. Because of their lack of organization, they are 
prone to political hopelessness. When events or organizations do 
not drift their way, they are a powerless third camp of opinion, 
oscillating between lament and indignation. But when left organi- 
zations are on the move, the independent leftists are not without 
considerable influence. 

In the main, the independents are upper-class and upper- 
middle-class people, many of them professional, some of them 
writers with independent incomes. In common with the far left, 
and in contrast to the other publics, there are many intellectuals 
composing the group. Since the late war, the independent left 
has grown somewhat, having been augmented by ex-liberals with 
pacifist and other moral incentives oriented to political contem- 
plation, and by discouraged socialists of every brand. It is as if 
all bankrupt left movements, from the IWW on, have left behind 
a small and stalwart residue of leftist independents, and now no 
one knows how widespread the mood of rebelliousness is. 

Although numerically small, this public is important as a casual 
censor of other left organizations and publics, which include 
among their members some of the bright young men now in trade 
unions. The independent leftists now raise political demands that 
are unfocused or general, although they are continuous. They 
feel that now is a time for left intellectuals to rethink the whole 
perspective of the left rather than demand specific actions. They 
have difficulty answering the question that matters politically: 



18 NEW MEN OF POWER 

Whom do you want to do what? At the present time, they find it 
easier to label good or bad the specific activities and formulations 
of active political groups. Since the latter are only seldom affected 
by this moral criticism, members of the independent left are often 
frustrated, although sometimes, we do believe, happily so. With 
them, political alertness is becoming a contemplative state rather 
than a spying of action: they are frequently overwhelmed by 
visions, but they have no organized will. Their expectations are 
generalized to the point of being moral; yet they are not simply 
moralists: they treat political events and trends as symptomatic 
of the bitter tang and hopeless feeling of current politics. For 
them the days are evil, but they do not have the organization 
with which to redeem the time. 

The independents would like to be able to agree with the far 
left on the union question: the latter s view is so definite and 
seems to explain so rnuch. It enables one to place one's resent- 
ment, strengthen one's leftward nerve, and yet, at the same time, 
to explain away the practical policies that labor unions so often 
pursue. But the independent leftists do not have the far left's 
faith; they have lost the view of labor's rank and file as the 
spontaneous initiator of what is right and proper, and they can- 
not, in a politically workable way, make specific demands of the 
labor leaders. 

They see coming a great coalition of business, labor, and gov- 
ernment; they see bureaucracy everywhere and they are afraid. 
To them unions seem one more bureaucratic net ensnaring the 
people, part of the whole alien and undemocratic apparatus of 
control. All the bureaucratic elite, in labor as in business and 
government, are against the rank and file; they are trying to 
manage it, and it is immoral that man should be the object of 
management and manipulation. He is the root, and he is being 
choked. 

There is here an almost charismatic wash that man should be 
enthusiastic and joyous, and the independent leftists do not see 
how to reconcile this value with such everyday organizations as 
labor unions, or for that matter, modem industry and govern- 
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ment. Of late they talk vaguely, but not very seriously, about 
anarchist and syndicalist ideas of decentralization. They feel 
overwhelmed by apparatus, and the trade union is also apparatus. 
Their image is rather formal; concentrating upon the form of 
existing organizations, they sometimes tend to discount the 
clashing interests among them. 

The Liberal Center 

The liberal center, as represented by The New Republic, The 
Nation, and The New Leader, is specific in its political attention; 
but the looseness of its ideas encourages its members to dissipate 
their political attention and activity among a great variety of 
issues and causes. Continuously excited and upset, the center is 
full of indignation, which constantly shifts to new objects. The 
liberals set up a continuous sequence of demands for a changing 
variety of equally great causes. Unlike the far leftists, they do not 
exploit these specific issues in propaganda for a wholesale, long- 
run program; nor do they, like the independent leftists, ensnare 
this variety of causes in a network of strict morality. They take 
the daily and weekly events very seriously, in and of themselves. 

The liberals want changes, but the means they would use and 
the practicality they espouse are short-run and small-scale. That 
is why their hopefulness and energy often seem so tragic, and 
that is why the left in general sees tlie liberals^ activities as petty 
bourgeois screaming. The far leftist sees liberalism as a mask; 
the independent leftist is either too worn out for the liberals’ 
sort of thing or considers himself too intelligent to believe that 
anything is really gained by it. 

American liberalism, for at least one long generation, has lived 
oflF a collection of ideas put together before World War I. The 
wellspring for one set of its ideas is Louis Brandeis; for the other, 
Herbert Croly. Since these men wrote, little new has been added 
to American liberal ideology. The Croly liberal stresses the role 
of government in regulating big organizations and strengthening 
small men. The Brandeis liberal gears his hopes to the magical 
role of the small businessman. Both still fight monopoly as such; 
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and both draw upon western populist ideas. These, along with 
social democratic notions, make up the longer-run ideological 
base of the liberal public. 

The center includes liberal businessmen of the late New Deal 
type, who co-operate with labor unions and boast about doing so, 
as well as^mild social democrats of the New Leader school and 
some from the genteel brotherhood of the Socialist Call. Between 
the liberal businessman and these socialist groups, such organs as 
The New Republic and The Nation, trundle along with great 
noise and httle clear-cut orientation. Today the center manages 
to attract from the right the practical middle-class populism of 
Henry Wallace, and from the left a few younger social democrats 
and Socialist Party members who continually show strong tend- 
encies of going over to the independent radicals. The Socialist 
Party members, like ttiose of the far left, believe in the extension 
of democracy to all economic relations, but through parliamen- 
tary measures of socialization; the bulk of the liberal center, 
however, fights shy of even such measures. 

In social makeup, the liberal center is mainly middle class. It 
includes salaried professionals, especially teachers and journalists. 
Many trade union oflScials are found here. Unlike the two left 
wings, the liberal center is well scattered geographically, with a 
concentration of old social democrats in the needle trades of New 
York and other large cities. And it contains a good many old- 
middle-class people— farmers and small businessmen. Both come 
from the Middle West, the farmers, centered organizationally 
around the Farmers Union, and the few businessmen, centered 
around such organizations as Businessmen for Roosevelt. Yet 
despite its avowal of the interests of the old middle class, the cen- 
ter’s vanguard is now mainly the urban lower middle class of 
white-collar employees and skilled workers in New York, while 
its grass roots are still the people who used to read such papers 
as the Wisconsin Progressive. 

One of the big reasons why the liberal is pro-labor is that in 
his middle-class way he easily identifies labor with "the public” 
or ^the people.” What helps labor helps you; labor is, after all. 
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everybody— or almost everybody. The liberal sees trade unions 
as occupational and industrial pressure groups rather than as 
class organizations. He revolves around the theoretical view of 
unionism that Lenin called "economism ” except that whereas 
Lenin condemned it, he blesses it and makes theory from it. Like 
most labor leaders and union members, he sees unions as pri- 
marily economic organizations, he appreciates their homegrown 
patchwork of ideology, and he believes in general that the unions 
should use political action only as a means of furthering their 
economic and welfare ends. Thus his chief aim is to inspire the 
labor leader to have more political vision, which means to be 
excited about longer-range views— for example, to think of 1949 
in 1948. And of course he wants the labor leader, or the gov- 
ernment, to clean up labors own house so labor leadeis wont 
be so much like patronage politicians. 

In the liberal view, the trade union leader is seen on the whole 
as following a safe and sane poHcy and knowing what he is about. 
The liberals accept the trade union status quo; although they 
would like to see them reformed in spots, they would not use 
the unions for purposes other than those for which they are now 
being used. 

The liberal center is labor’s home, although labor is sometimes 
not comfortable there. Comfortable or not, the liberals are the 
public that most reliably supports the policies pursued by the 
labor leader. Some hberals were once further to the left on all 
political matters than they are now, and their guilt about their 
own rightward leanings rebounds to the labor leader s advantage. 
In many liberal minds there seems to be an undercurrent that 
whispers: "I will not criticize the unions and their leaders. There 
I draw the line.” This, they must feel, distinguishes them from 
the bulk of the Republican Party and the right-wing Democrats, 
this keeps them leftward and socially pure. Among such people, 
it is conventionally inappropriate to criticize the activities of 
labor leaders, except as exceptions which prove the general rule 
of the labor leader’s wisdom. Anyone who ventures to criticize 
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labor is considered to be playing into the hands of reactionaries 
whose blackness makes the liberals seem so white. 

The liberal center, especially in metropolitan areas, is split be- 
tween those who are anti-Communists and those who in various 
degrees follow the wondrous party line. 

The Communists 

It is very difficult to locate the CP as a specific unit on any 
U.S. political scale. Its outlook and activities are those of a for- 
eign national bloc within the lineup of U.S. politics, and in any 
long-term view, it has not had much consistency of position. It is 
more an influence on one segment of the liberal center, displaying 
much of the smaller bourgeois psychology of this center, than it 
is a defined political public with definite U.S. roots and position. 
To be sure, historicaHy its inner circle has taken a view close to 
the Leninist left; but now its core is merely pro-Russian, while 
its big fringe operates politically with a section of the liberal 
center. This deceptive split between the inner circle and the 
larger periphery, 'with its frequent vulgarity, tends to upset inde- 
pendent radicals who, if they had to choose, would prefer the 
position of the Leninist left— if only they could believe in it. 

The Communists are the only political public we are consider- 
ing which is centered around one party. Formed in 1919, after 
a split with the Socialist International, the American CP claimed 
in 1934 to have 25,000 members. By 1938, the claim was 75,000. 
The tactic of national unity and the subordination of class 
struggle to national unity during the recent war raised the claim 
to 80,000. At the present time, the CP probably does not have 
60,000 members. Party membership, according to one informed 
student, ‘lias always had a tremendous turnover. Thus you have 
a hard core of perhaps 10 per cent who have been members for 
15 years, a fairly solid ring of 30 per cent or 40 per cent who have 
been in from 2 to 10 years, and a vaporous penumbra of people 
who join the party because of some local strike or lynching (or 
clambake), lose interest, and are dropped when they fail to pay 
dues.^’ 
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We do not know enough about the social makeup of the Ameri- 
can Communist Party to attempt to describe it, but we do know 
that during the Thirties, many top intellectuals and professional 
people were involved. By the middle Forties, many of these 
people had left, leaving a lower-middle-class metropolitan residue 
as the core of party strength. 

The Communists are now the most important minor party in 
the union world. As we shall see in detail when we discuss ‘The 
Communist and the Labor Leader* in Chapter Eleven, they have 
formed definitely powerful cliques in several unions. Like the 
Leninist left, from which they have historically descended, they 
see the unions as instruments for their aims. And this has been 
the case whether, as before Russia’s entrance into the late war, 
they worked hard building unions to fight in the class struggle 
against the bourgeoisie and its government, or whether, as after 
Russia’s entrance, they stood with management and government, 
trying to discipline the labor force. 

The anti-Communist liberals, along with conservatives in gen- 
eral, probably tend to exaggerate the strength of the CP; but 
there is no doubt of its influence upon a large section of the lib- 
erals or of its importance in the labor union world today. 

The Practical Right 

In conventional American politics, the noisiest fights go on 
between the practical right and the liberal center; these fights are 
politics to politically passive people when they occasionally, as 
during elections, enter the political arena. The practical conserva- 
tives can duel noisily with the liberals because they have the 
same short-run, shifting attention and the same agitated indigna- 
tion. The practical conservatives always enter politics with an 
economic gleam in their eyes. During Democratic administrations 
and during depressions, they display the psychology of the cor- 
nered animal; during Republican years and during wars or booms, 
they are gruflF but ebullient. 

The occupational core of the practical conservatives is the 
middle-sized and small businessmen, especially those in retail 
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trade; their organs of communication include most of our daily 
newspapers; their organizations are local Republican Party cells 
and businessmens luncheon clubs. They are thus the largest, 
most effectively organized, and most respectable of our political 
publics. 

The mo^t intelligent spokesmen of the practical conservatives 
are publicists for the benevolence of capitalism, who lean heavily 
upon the standard American success story and the beneficent role 
of the small businessman. The ideas at the disposal of these un- 
reconstructed conservatives are not so cogent as those of the lib- 
eral center, and they are constantly loolcing for competent and 
hirable ideologists. The days of Robert Taft are the yeamed-for 
days of Herbert Hoover, but Taft is not quite up to becoming 
Hoover’s intellectual heir. Yet this leader of the practical con- 
servatives does as well as he can. Indeed, he managed to make 
the Taft-Hartley Act an excellent expression of the practical con- 
servative mentality, including in it some three-fourths of the mat- 
ters “pressed on us very strenuously by employers.” 

Ideologically, the practical conservatives are wild-eyed Utopian 
capitalists; strategically, they are practical men. They have much 
will and a continuity that comes from much backward vision. 
“Remembering” imaginary situations, they long for the golden age 
of Harding, Coolidge, and Hoover. Their ideas are a hodgepodge 
of anything they can use to throw at the enemy. They do not, 
at the present time, have any real ideas about preventing war 
or stopping the drift to another depression; the condition of the 
foreign world is improbable nonsense to them, and the economic 
cycle a great baflBiement invented by theoreticians of the New 
Deal. 

The practical conservatives know what they want: to make 
more money out of business and to put down the radicals and 
labor leaders who get in the way. Many of them are not so much 
politically alert as they are economically excitable in a political 
way. Unlike the liberals and the left, they attend to politics pri- 
marily as means to their own immediate economic ends. They 
represent pure and simple anti-unionism, fighting labor because 
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they know how very practical most of labor s activities are. They 
deeply resent labor s encroachment on managerial prerogatives 
and labor's eflfort to get out of business what the traflSic will bear. 
They use political slogans, but their meaning is usually economic. 

The Sophisticated Conservatives 

The sophisticated conservatives, represented by magazines like 
Fortune and Business Week, are similar to the far left in that 
their political demands are continuous and specifically focused. 
They leave the noise to the practical right; they do not attempt 
to arouse the people at large; they work in and among other elite 
groups, primarily the high military, the chieftains of large corpo- 
rations, and certain politicians. Knowing what they want, want- 
ing it all the time, and believing the main drift is in their favor, 
these sophisticated conservatives try to realize their master aim 
quietly. 

Many of the spokesmen of the sophisticated right are occupa- 
tionally of the trade association world. They tie in solidly with 
the industry -armed forces-State Department axis, and move per- 
sonally as well as politically in those circles. The interchange 
between the military and big industry is more ^widespread and 
easier than most observers realize; intermarriages, as well as ex- 
plicit career moves, would have to be taken into account in any 
thorough study of these connections. Since this tiny political 
group is not at present attempting directly to enlist public sup- 
port, the terms of its real ideology are not well known. Probably 
as they see it, the high military and the big management should 
unite and form a new elite. During crises they would expect sup- 
port from among all those practical conservatives of the type 
whose names appear in the Congressional investigations of 
rough stuflE in industry, especially the La Follette hearings of the 
Thirties; and if they are smart about labor, they might hope to 
win over a bloc from the liberal center. 

The diflFerence between the practical and the sophisticated 
conservatives vis-k-vis labor is that the latter see the world of 
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unions and leaders from a more political, a more manipulative, 
and a longer-term point of view. 

The sophisticated conservatives hold that unions are a stabiliz- 
ing force and should be encouraged as a counter-force against 
radical movements. They believe that the unions might well be- 
come thev bulwark of the system they want to preserve and de- 
velop along twentieth-century lines. They would have the trade 
union leader end up in their personnel and public relations 
departments, as a junior lieutenant of the captain of industry, 
from where, at an appropriate time, they could kick him out and 
replace him by a more reliable man. 

Some of the sophisticated con^vatives speak their views in 
terms of the national scene. For example, at a recent hearing 
before the House Labor Committee, an employer who had fought 
a political union sai^’to the Congressmen: ‘'You would play right 
into the hands of the radicals if you passed legislation that would 
destroy unionism.” Unions, he went on, “are essential to the 
national economy.” 

Others speak in more local terms; they see the labor leader 
as a sort of aide to their own personnel manager— as part of 
their managerial force, a specialist in peacefully disciplining the 
rank and file. This view spread rapidly during the late war, when 
it seemed to many members of this public that management and 
labor were co-operating nicely, on the basis of cost-plus and 
other government contracts. ^ 

The sophisticated conservatives see the labor leader so much 
in a political light that although they quibble about money, they 
are willing to pay for services rendered. They believe that pen- 
sion plans, good lighting, and personnel counseling are better 
than socialism. Unlike the practical conservatives, who fear en- 
croachment upon thelf managerial prerogatives, the sophisticated 
conservatives think that, by taking in the labor leader as a junior 
partner and a needecLifront, they can keep the situation under 
control. 

The sophisticated conservatives hope that the labor leaders, 
in their fear of the practical right and in order to hold their 
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organizations together, may be ready to accept the lure offered 
by co-operative big business with its emerging liberal front. They 
have read carefully what hberal labor spokesmen have so often 
and solemnly said: ‘‘You get the kind of labor union and leader 
that you demand; if you give us the Mohawk Formula, you’ll get 
rough, tough labor outfits.” The sophisticated conservatives, un- 
like the liberals, have examined the other side of this true coin: 
"If you give us co-operation, you’ll get co-operative unions and 
co-operative leaders.” They have studied carefully stories of how 
the steel union had to kick out tlie rough leadeis who became 
troublemakers after the contracts were signed. That is the sort 
of practice the sophisticated conservatives are banking on, and 
many of them are willing to risk the first step. 

The sophisticated right has two points in common with the 
far left: in their imageiy, both split the labor leader from the 
rank and file of labor; and in their strategy, both would use the 
leader to manage the working men and women in the union. The 
left would use the labor leader to radicalize or to release radical 
forces among the workers (depending upon the relative weights 
given spontaneity and organization). The right would use the 
labor leader to de-radicalize or to keep radicals away from the 
workers (depending on how spontaneously radical the workmen 
are believed to be). 

The Politics of Slump 

The practical conservatives now have the political initiative, 
and their major political enemy is the liberal center. Today these 
are the only two alert publics of visible importance in American 
political struggles. The far left and the independent left are 
negligible in size and unimportant in pohtical strength. Such 
effectiveness as the Communists have, they enjoy through the 
liberal center’s unimaginative lack of political ideas. For the time 
being, the sophisticated conservatives are pleased to allow the 
practical conservatives to carry the burden of their fight. That 
is where matters now stand. But to be politically oriented, it is 
necessary to gauge the future as well as contemplate the present. 
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Under conditions of slump, the size and significance of the 
political publics may undergo great change with bewildering 
swiftness. The liberal view of historical continuity should not 
obscure the fact that history, at times, is discontinuous, and that 
in our time its pace has been enormously accelerated. 

It is a ;safe guess that in the next American slump the areas 
of political alertness will expand. Joined by members of the 
now passive mass public, the politically alert will suggest pro- 
grams and attempt to build organizations to make them effective. 
The politically alert will compete for the people, whom events, 
such as the timing and the severity of the slump, will move one 
way and then another. In terms of political publics, the question 
is: Who will catch the people when the system fails them? 

Under the impact of slump, power may shift toward those 
who are ideologically and strategically prepared for it. Then the 
ideas of minor political groups, now unimportant in size and 
strength, may become politically relevant and their roles may 
become decisive in the shaping of events. Already the political 
publics are being ideologically polarized to left and right. For 
ideas and programs, you have now to go to the sophisticated 
conservatives or to the far and independent left. When the 
slump arrives, the ideological polarity may become a practical 
polarity. 

This is true despite the strong, if often unwitting, efforts of 
the liberal center and the Communists to confuse the issue before 
the struggle gets fully under way. Liberals may think that they 
are walking upright down the middle of the road, but, in fact, 
many of them are crawling along the edge of the right-hand 
ditch. Their attention is wholly absorbed by the awesomeness 
of the power of Russia and the United States; in the name of 
realism, they would abdicate domestic political quarrels in favor 
of the national unity needed to save the world for whatever 
those in charge of the American political economy may have to 
offer it. The hberal ideas now available to Americans obscure 
rather than clarify what is happening in the world, and their 
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rhetoric has already been taken over by the sophisticated con- 
servatives. 

During boom or wartime, the sophisticated conservatives^ policy 
of “living with labor” tends to prevail; during early slump and 
during fear of slump, the practical conservative, with his policy 
of ‘iDusting up labor,” edges into the foreground, making his 
economic clamor, and carrying the struggle for the right against 
labor. That is why the sophisticated conservatives can be quiet, 
and even talk the language of the liberals. 

After the slump comes, the sophisticated conservatives will 
gain in importance and participate in the fight as a general staflF. 
They have a program for slump. It involves the building of a 
war economy during peacetime while speaking all the liberal 
phrases. They will see their chance and will be shrewd enough 
politically to atterapt to capture the labor leaders for this pro- 
gram. As the severity of the slump increases, they will tempt the 
labor leader with bigger bait, offering him security for his 
organization and tenure for himself, if he will only come over 
and help discipline the rank and file in a responsible way. In the 
meantime, the sophisticated conservatives will discipline the 
practical conservatives, whom the labor leaders fear. If they can 
handle the labor leader and use his organizations to keep the 
rank and file acquiescent, the sophisticated conservatives think 
they can hold things steady until the wars come again. 

But the practical conservatives have no program with which 
to meet a slump. Their “program” only leads into slumps, not 
out of them, and they are easily frightened. In a slump, they 
will probably swing behind the sophisticated planners of the new 
conservative order, although groups of fascists, recruited from 
the lower middle classes of smaller cities, will compete with the 
sophisticated conservatives for the allegiance of the rank and 
file of the right. 

During the slump, all left-wing groups, as well as the Com- 
munists, will compete for the loyalties of the larger liberal 
center, which will probably move leftward in a body. The far 
left, and especially the independent left, will grow again. Many 
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programs will be set forth, but none of them will matter much 
unless they are connected with going organizations. There- 
fore the entire left and liberal forces will converge on one point: 
they will compete for the allegiance and the support of the labor 
leader, and for the rank and file of the labor unions. 

That is ^ why the labor leaders are now a strategic elite. They 
are the only men who lead mass organizations which in the 
slump could organize the people and come out with the begin- 
nings of a society more in line with the image of freedom and 
security common to left traditions. In the American political 
drama, the labor leader has been thus Tar less a leading actor 
than a stage prop. He has been a man to whom things happened 
rather than a man who made new beginnings. Now he is stra- 
tegic not only because he is powerful, potentially more than 
actually, but because'^his fortunes are bound up with the fate of 
the rank and file of unionized workers. He cannot weather any 
sizable slump without trying hard to be responsive to the de- 
mands of this rank and file. 

In a slump, there is a question of power and there is a question 
of intellect. A program would assert how each of the two are 
to be developed and how ideas and people are to be united into 
a going concern. The labor leader is now the only possible link 
between power and the ideas of the politically alert of the left 
and liberal publics. How will the labor leader behave in the 
coming slump? That is the key political question for those who 
want to know what is in the works for American society in the 
middle of the twentieth century. 



CHAPTER TWO 


THE MASS PUBLIC'S VIEW 


THE LABOR leader does not appear as a distinct and durable 
image to the mass public. The people at large are more likely to 
make blurred moral judgments than distinct political demands. 
Their impressions are not stable or part of any thought-out politi- 
cal view, but these very conditions make them all tlie more 
amenable to influence. 

Nobody knows which way the mass public will turn in the 
slump or what it will expect of the labor leader, but in consider- 
able part, the way the labor leader will turn depends upon the 
political temper of the people and upon what action he believes 
the people will allow or expect of him. The politically alert public 
which can shape the mass public’s interpretation of the slump 
will thus be the public in the best position to influence the 
strategy of the labor leader. 

Political opinions trickle from smaller alert publics to the 
passive mass of the people in three major ways: 

First, the liberal and leftward publications, as well as the 
right-wing newsletters, are read by editors and writers for mass- 
circulation organs and by radio commentators. The contents of 
the politically sophisticated media are thus passed on, although 
in the process they may be sharply reslanted. 

Second, writers for the magazines and papers that serve the 
politically alert publics graduate, in the typical course of their 
careers, to better-paying positions with media that serve the 
mass public. The labor editor of one of the nation s foremost 
business journals is a former Trotskyist, and one group of maga- 
zines having enormous circulation seems to have consciously fol- 
lowed the practice of recruiting and training bright young men 
from leftward circles. 

Third, in their daily lives, the members of the two types of 
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public meet one another, for the politically alert are not socially 
isolated people; on the contrary, they are the ones who lead what 
temporary mass organizations exist, and they are the ones who 
in neighborhood, shop, and oflSce are most likely to initiate seri- 
ous political discussion. The politically alert infiltrate the mass 
public and reveal to its members in face-to-face conversation 
something of their own political opinions and imagery. 

But other influences besides the politically alert and their 
organs are shaping the impressions of the mass public. To under- 
stand its images of labor, now and in a slump, we have to pay 
attention to the contents of the mass media of communication 
and to the direct experience which the people have with labor 
leaders and labor organizations. 

Labor in the Mass Media 

The mass media ar^’"‘not kind to the labor unions or labor 
leaders. As a general rule, they ignore the peaceful and stable 
features of the union world while reporting in detail the dead- 
locks, the strikes, and the seizures. Violence is the meat and 
gravy of labor news; labor peace is seldom part of that news, 
unless the media have first created the expectation of violence 
that didn t come off. The media tend to report those labor actions 
which seemingly indicate great and irresponsible power on the 
part of the unions and the labor leaders rather than any con- 
structive work they may do. 

A study has been made of the handling of labor news on all 
four major radio networks during a sample period of 1944. The 
content of the 33 news programs having the largest national 
audiences were examined in detail. This study discloses that: 

"Important items” of labor news are likely to hit most news 
programs, although there is little continuous labor reporting . . , 
except by a few markedly anti-labor commentators who con- 
stantly hammer away at labor questions. The division of opinion 
that is expressed about who is going to win in conflicts of busi- 
ness and labor is about 50-50, whereas in the division of opinion 
as to who is right and who is wrong, there are five times as many 
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comments unfavorable to labor as there are favorable. In quoting 
anti-labor opinion, the commentators as a group draw heavily 
upon statements by government oflBcials, prominent Republicans,, 
big businessmen, and anonymous "rank-and-file union members’^; 
whereas, in quoting opinions sympathetic to labor, the commen* 
tators draw almost exclusively upon statements made by labor 
leaders. 

The general impression of labor presented for mass consump- 
tion by these typical and nationally heard radio news programs 
is that "labor is sometimes strong and sometimes weak, but what 
it does is nearly always morally wrong and no one approves of 
labor, except the labor leaders themselves.” 

While no comparable study of the handling of labor news by 
typical newspapers has been made, certain general conclusions 
can be drawn from a spot inspection of widely read dailies of 
various political hues. Their types of coverage range from hysteri- 
cal name-calling and excited shouts of doom to objective report- 
ing. But there are two generalities which almost all these papers 
have in common: 

First, they do not cover labor news in the continuous and 
detailed way in which most of them cover business news. There 
are occasional labor columns, but there are no "labor pages” as 
there are business pages. Naively, from the standpoint of news 
service to the mass readers, this cannot be excused on the ground 
that more people are vitally concerned with business than with 
labor. Only 6 or 7 per cent of the working population of the 
nation are themselves engaged in business, whereas something 
like 33 per cent are involved with unions. 

Second, although the policies of the big dailies range from 
conservative right to vaguely liberal, their stand on labor news 
typically runs like this: the union as an institution might not 
be such a bad thing, or it is a good thing in principle; but certain 
unions and a good many labor leaders have gained too much 
power which they are using recklessly and selfishly, without 
proper regard for the effects of their actions upon our general 
welfare. Various papers place different weight on the several 
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clauses of this summary, but in general, it contains the common 
denominator of the newspaper s handling of labor. Anti-unionism 
in the press is something like anti-Semitism in everyday life. 
The qualifications, made ostensibly for exceptional cases, effec- 
tively swallow up the abstract statement of approval. 

In the Republican papers, smearing labor is part of smearing 
the Democratic administration. The chaotic and fearful condi- 
tions often presented in connection with labor are not taken 
to be solely the fault of the newly powerful labor leader; they 
are also the fault of the administration's policy, or the adminis- 
tration's lack of pohcy, or of the New Deal's "‘abject surrender 
to ambitious, unscrupulous labor leaders*' and its persistent en- 
couragement of labor “to go after more and more dough." 

Torrents of criticism are let loose in some of the more popular 
papers against “Murray's CIO" as a “pet of the New Deal." The 
Communist issue is ¥idden hard: the CIO is “overrun with 
Communists” and is suffering severely from “Red rot." More 
august papers solemnly warn, whenever they comment on any 
evidence of labor militancy, that unions are “cutting their own 
throats" and playing into the hands of their enemies when they 
do these things against the “public interest," and that a “handful 
of men in key positions must not be permitted to flout the entire 
nation." 

The mass media are not only purveyors of news; they are also 
media of popular culture. In their entertainment as in their news, 
they are anti-labor. In radio soap opera, in the comic strips, 
movies, and pulp fiction, labor unions and labor leaders are 
almost never brought into the picture in any way. Even the fac- 
tory worker is practically unknown in the dramas of popular 
culture. Mass culture heroes either have no stated occupation or 
they are professional, business, or white-collar people. By their 
omissions and in their whole manner of dramatizing the Ameri- 
can scene, particularly their heavy accent upon individual effort 
and individual ends, the mass media are biased against the 
labor world, and make it appear strange and sinister. 

Yet it does not necessarily follow that the mass media are as 
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eflfective as their editors or certain spokesmen for labor would 
have us believe. The people have experiences which enter into 
and form their views of labor; when experience repeatedly proves 
the media wrong, people come to distrust the media. But just 
how many people have any experience with unions and union 
leaders? Suppose there were no mass media of communication: 
What would the mass public know about labor unions? 

In and Out of the Unions 

About one-third of the U.S. adult population either belongs 
to some labor union or lives in a family containing a union 
member. Presumably these people have more opportunity than 
others to experience the union world from the union side of the 
picket line or conference table. 

We do not know how many people employ workers belonging 
to unions, but we do know that, along with their family members, 
about 9 per cent of the adult population are involved in manag- 
ing or employing workers. Most of these people handle very 
small labor forces; and since only about a third of the workers 
are in unions, it is generous to estimate that 6 or 7 per cent of 
the adult population have more of a chance than others to experi- 
ence unions from the business side of the tension. 

Seven per cent from the business side, 33 per cent from the 
union side: this leaves some 60 per cent of the U.S. population 
who are not members of unions and have no direct business 
experience with unions. These 60 per cent are known in business- 
labor disputes as the public. Whether they know it or not, they 
have as large a stake in the outcome of such disputes as those 
who are directly involved; many of them have close or distant 
friends who are among the 33 and the 7 per cent. They are 
clearly subject to cross-pressures from the business-involved and 
the union-involved people whom they know. 

Yet for their images of the labor organization and for then- 
feelings about the labor leader, they must rely largely upon 
the contents of the mass media, upon hearsay from friends or 
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passers-by, and upon occasional glimpses at, or inconveniences 
from, picket lines. 

To say that 33 per cent of the people are union-involved is 
not a precise indication of the character of experience they have 
of the inner workings of labor unions or of the operations of the 
labor leaders. The kinds of experience that various types of 
union mernbers have, as well as the proportions that fall into 
each type, vary according to the specific way a particular union 
is organized, the work processes within its industry or trade, and 
the extent to which the union encourages membership participa- 
tion. We can, however, roughly distinguish three groups among 
the union-involved people: the inactive members; the active 
members, known in some unions as the activity; and the volun- 
tary, unpaid rank-and-file leaders of the unions. 

I. The inactive members neither regularly attend their locals’ 
meetings nor particip'ite in any continuous feature of the life 
of the union except the grievance procedure and the payment 
of dues. The only labor leaders they are likely to see at close 
range are the unpaid shop stewards or committeemen who serve 
them in the grievance machinery, A great many of them un- 
doubtedly do not even know the head of their own local or the 
name of the president of the national union to which they belong. 

Although these inactive members may not see the leaders at 
close range, and may think of them as *‘just some more big shots,” 
nevertheless union members— and for that matter, factory workers 
at large— are pretty unanimously convinced that labor leaders are 
fighting for the workers^ bread and butter. Ninety-two per cent 
of the unionized workers in factories and 82 per cent of the non- 
union workers believe that the union heads are doing something 
of benefit to labor. 

The pay-off is what most affects the union member s attitude 
toward his union. The majority of workers seem to know that 
they get more money and better conditions and more of a chance 
to kick effectively with a union than without. Some 88 per cent 
of union members in factories think their best chance of making 
a living lies in joining a union; about half of all workers, union 
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and non-union, agree that the unions do fight for higher wages 
and that they have improved wage standards. 

Many American workers look upon the trade union in the way 
that many middle-class people look upon the insurance policy. 
They don’t want to bother about it, but if it doesn’t demand 
much personal sacrifice, they are willing to receive the benefits 
of membership. Like the insured, or for that matter, like stock- 
holders, the union members may not exercise their right to vote 
and to participate in the management of the concern, but that 
does not mean they don’t want to belong. 

Similarly, this does not mean that these inactive members 
are not loyal to the union. The test of union loyalty is not regular 
attendance at meetings or regular exercise of the privilege of 
voting. Many loyal citizens of the United States do not vote, 
much less attend political meetings. The key test of loyalty comes 
during battle and during crises: Will the members support the 
union during strikes? Will they join the picket line or cross it? 
Experience demonstrates that this solidarity, although varying 
greatly from one period to another and from one union to 
another, includes from half to three-quarters of the people in 
the unions. 

n. The active members of the union, a relatively small number, 
attend meetings more or less regularly and usually come out 
for local union affairs. They are good union members, well sold 
on at least the rudimentary ideas of pure and simple unionism* 
They are the old standbys and the young militants, and when 
there is trouble, they will all be there. They take the extra shift 
on the picket line, their wives and daughters man the soup 
kitchens during times of trouble. These members of Tthe activity”^ 
overlap with the rank-and-file leaders, and some of them graduate 
into the circle close to the oflBcials. They carry the gossip of tiie 
union and they know the leaders of the local to talk to; they 
gather, carry, and repeat what they hear about the leaders, and 
during factional squabbles, they take sides. 

in. The rank-and-file leaders of the union, in addition to doing 
all that active members do, donate much time to the union’s 
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routine work. They are the shop stewards, the men representing 
the union within the place of work; they are “the union on the 
job,” deahng every day with foremen and union members, han- 
dling grievances. As observers for the leaders of the local union, 
reporting and even advising, they “localize and adjust developing 
trouble.’' Some sit on the executive boards of the locals and on 
various standing committees, or are delegates to various other 
labor bodies. All these rank-and-file leaders know labor from 
the bottom up. Many of them, as we shall see, are the future 
full-time leaders of their unions. 

There are no good studies on American unions as a whole, or 
on any number of individual unions, to tell us how many union 
members fall into the inactive, active, or leader classifications of 
membership. A partial study has been made of the membership 
of British trade unions’. It is interesting to know that in a country 
whose labor movement, in parliamentary election, has taken over 
the government itself, among the unions for which data is avail- 
able only from 15 to 25 per cent of the membership usually votes 
on the various issues. 

For American unions, the figure would undoubtedly be lower. 
Many of the newer unions are filled with members who in no 
way have needed to sacrifice or struggle in order to create their 
union. Indeed, some were among the minority who voted against 
the union in NLRB elections. As a whole, American unions have 
done little to educate their members, and the labor press is 
almost as dull as the typical local union meeting. It is a generous 
guess to estimate that 15 per cent of the union members, in 
addition to rank-and-file leaders, are continuously active. 

The cadre of rank-and-file leaders— the members of local 
executive boards, standing committees, delegates to various 
bodies, and shop stewards— numbers slightly over 2,000,000 men. 
Calculations, based on this estimate of the number of people 
holding these positions in U.S. unions, show that about 15 per 
cent of the union members are unpaid rank-and-file leaders. 
Inside the unions, then, the 14,000,000 members fall roughly into 
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three categories: 15 per cent are rank-and-file leaders; 15 per 
cent are active members; and 70 per cent are inactive members. 

Adding all estimations, on the base of the total adult popu- 
lation in 1945, the following crude portrait emerges: 


Union-involved 332 

Leaders 3 

Active 3 

Inactive 27 

The public 60 

Business-involved 7 

Total U.S. population 100% 


Labor's Genera! Score 

No matter what the mass media say or what the public opin- 
ion polls indicate, the facts of union membership show clearly 
that a considerable proportion of the American people think 
enough of unions to want to join them. Over the last dozen years 
Americans have joined the unions by the millions. In 1935, only 
9.4 per cent of the wage and salary workers of the country were 
in unions; ten years later 84.4 per cent were members. That 
kind of fact must be taken into account, along with the generally 
bad press and radio coverage given the unions. The lineup of 
the people according to their chances of experiencing the union 
world is a counterweight to media-implanted biases. 

It is obvious that everyone who has joined a union has not 
done so simply because of a favorable attitude toward the 
unions. During the latest surge of union organizing, workers 
joined unions primarily: (1) by way of elections under NLRB 
supervision, and (2) by way of union membership maintenance 
clauses in contracts given war industries. Under the NLRB, a 
majority vote prevailed, which means that possibly as many 
as 49 per cent of those entering the unions in this way might 
not have voted for a union. Under the maintenance-of -member- 
ship clause, the people who did not want to join were given a 
fixed period of time during which, if they wished, they could 
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cancel their membership. Even considering these facts, a definite 
majority of union members must be favorable to the general 
idea of unionism. 

From the early days of the CIO to the middle years of the 
late war, the public was repeatedly asked the same question 
about labor unions by public opinion polls. It is not a very 
precise question, but it is the only one that has been repeated- 
eleven times— in exactly the same form over such a long period 
of time. The question runs bluntly: “Are you in favor of labor 
unions?’’ 

Throughout this period, from 1936 to 1943, slightly more than 
two-thirds of the people have been in favor of labor unions. 
These were years of sharp moves in industry, of slump and 
war and boom in the nation. They were the years of strong 
union militancy and growth. The figures over this period range 
from a low of 67 to a high of 78 per cent, not showing any trend 
up or down. Unions are now recognized as part of the institu- 
tional machinery of American society. 

We have to turn to other questions in order to get more cur- 
rent opinions on labor unions, for tlie blunt question has not 
been repeated recently. The nearest to it, asked in 1947, revealed 
that 73 per cent of those having any opinion approved of the 
general idea of labor unions. A very good question was asked 
during 1946: “Suppose you had been acting as a referee in 
labor-management disputes during the past three months: do 
you think your decisions would probably have been more often 
in favor of labor s side or more often in favor of management’s 
side?” The people answered: 


JAN. JUNE NOV. 

1946 1946 1946 

Labor 26% 37% 37% 

Management 45 37 34 

Don’t know 29 26 29 

Total V . ... .7 . 100% 100% lOM 
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When a question about labor involves a decision about conflict 
rather than the acceptance of a general principle, fewer people 
favor labor and about one out of three people cannot make up 
their minds. But examine the trend: during the year 1946, busi- 
ness lost support; from 45 per cent in January to 34 per cent in 
November, and this in spite of the many postwar strikes during 
that period. Something else is involved in the attitude of the 
mass public toward labor unions. The price rise may well have 
affected the people’s view. Coping with overtaxed budgets prob- 
ably increased their sympathy with organized labor’s attempt to 
raise its wages during this period when price control was virtu- 
ally killed. 

All the other general questions on labor unions which we have 
examined, from 1936 to 1948, seem to uphold the point that the 
mass public is definitely in favor of the idea of labor unions. Yet 
two qualifications must immediately be made: (i) their general 
approval does not preclude many specific criticisms of unions, 
and (ii) all classes are not equally pro-labor. 

I. The public attaches specific qualifications to its general sup- 
port of unions. In 1939, 71 per cent of the mass public felt the 
unions needed reform, as against only 52 per cent who were for 
reforming government and 30 per cent, manufacturing industries. 
In 1943, when the public was asked if there were any organiza- 
tions in the country which might cause harm if not curbed, 50 
per cent said "Yes,” and over half of those who answered ‘Yes” 
were aiming at labor or at labor leaders. Again, late in 1946, 
when asked about a list of things tliat might need “government 
attention,” the regulation of labor unions ranked high on the 
public’s list. 

Apparently the public does not make up its mind about labor 
issues in terms of black or white, as many columnists and com- 
mentators do. That is true even of strikes, which according 
to the content of mass media should in most cases be rejected 
on principle- In November, 1946, 62 per cent of the people said 
that if they were a member of Congress they would vote against 
a bill to prohibit “all strikes for any reason whatsoever.” But 
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43 per cent would prohibit strikes against the telephone com- 
pany, while 32 per cent would prohibit strikes in the automobile 
industry. The two types of strikes they are most against are those 
in companies taken over by the government (59 per cent against) 
and “general strikes where all the unions in an area go out on 
strike together” (56 per cent against). Yet even in these cases, 
some 16 per cent of the mass public hasn t made up its mind. 

Various industrial situations evoke different reactions from the 
public. For instance in 1946, in the case of a small electrical 
company, only 19 per cent would favor government arbitration 
and require both parties to accept the decision, but 30 per cent 
would favor such an arrangement for a large electrical company, 
and 46 per cent for the railroads. The public’s general approval 
of the idea of unions does not mean that it does not discriminate 
according to specific.,cases or that it necessarily sees these cases 
in a simple way. 

n. Class bias underlies the images people have of unions. 
This bias is not revealed as clearly in opinions on the general 
idea of unions as it is in opinions on specific issues, and particu- 
larly on strikes or other matters of conflict. 

On the blunt question, “Are you in favor of labor unions?” 
there is only a slight difference of opinion between the rich and 
the poor. In the late Thirties, 71 per cent of the upper, 75 per 
cent of the middle, and 82 per cent of the lower class answered 
“Yes.” In the early Forties, 73 per cent of the upper, 69 per cent 
of the middle, and 71 per cent of the lower class answered “Yes.” 
The class difference is greater in the Thirties, a time of labor 
militancy, than during the middle years of wartime unity. Over 
these years, class differences in opinion narrowed, but with infla- 
tion and the anxiety of another slump, they are widening again. 
The least favorable occupational group is of course the farmers: 
in 1941 only 50 per cent answered “Yes” to the general question. 
The most favorable are the poorer unskilled workers; in 1937, 
86 per cent of them answered favorably. 

During the 1937 steel strikes, the mass public was asked 
whether its sympathies were with the strikers or with the com- 
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panics: 18 per cent of the upper but 44 per cent of the lower 
classes were in sympathy with the strikers. Sentiment for the 
strikers was four times as strong among people on relief as among 
people in the upper brackets. On the 1946 question concerning 
which side a person would favor in labor-management disputes 
if he were a referee, 75 per cent of the upper classes but only 
31 per cent of the lower classes favored management. In Janu- 
ary, 1947, 26 per cent of the general public, 34 per cent of the 
manual workers, and 52 per cent of the union members favored 
the closed or union shop. 

The extremes in the class continuum of labor opinion are rep- 
resented by businessmen and farmers on the one hand, and 
unionized working people on the other. Seldom do poll-takers 
find special groups holding such divergent opinions as in this 
instance. Businessmen, for example, in November, 1946, were 
more than two to one of the opinion that labor puts the greatest 
pressure on Congress and receives the most Congressional con- 
sideration. But among union members, two to one believed that 
business has the advantage on both points. Almost regardless of 
what sort of question is asked, the public is divided in its opin- 
ions of unions along class lines, and again along lines of union 
membership. 

The general public approves of the principle of unionism, but 
its opinion during crises and on specific features of labor action 
is split along class lines, while many have no definite opinions. 
Of all the features of unionism about which there is public 
doubt, first is the labor leader himself. 

Images of the Labor Leader 

The labor leader is no American hero. When the people are 
asked to compare him with the business leader or stereotyped 
images of other social actors, he generally comes out badly. The 
public tends: (1) to approve of unions or of labor in general; 
(2) to split the unions and labor as a whole from the labor union 
leaders; (3) to blame the things they do not like about unions 
on the labor leaders. In these respects, the public seems to follow 
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the press and radio. The labor leader gets little credit for peace- 
ful everyday work, but when he is on the spot, the mass pubhc 
focuses upon him and often makes him the object of blame and 
censure. 

Yet there is another aspect to the people’s image: they readily 
admit they don’t know anything about labor leaders. This fact 
must be considered along with the generally negative image 
that seems to prevail. For instance, in 1940 a full 51 per cent 
admitted not knowing whether or not labor leaders in their com- 
munity were doing a good job in representing labor, 57 per cent 
didn’t feel they had any basis for judging whether labor leaders 
were honest in handling union funds, and 51 per cent were quite 
uncertain about how many labor leaders deal fairly with em- 
ployers. 

The public’s igno^nce concerning the labor leader is pointed 
up when questions are asked concerning individual labor leaders. 
More people can tell you all about The Labor Leader than can 
tell you who the president of the AFL happens to be: only 43 
per cent of the people in 1942 knew who he was, and only 24 
per cent were able to identify the president of the CIO. In 1945, 
only 20 per cent could name the correct organization for Walter 
Reuther, and only 37 per cent knew that James Petrillo was head 
of the Musicians Union. 

There was one labor leader, however, whom the public could 
identify: 63 per cent knew that John L. Lewis runs the Mine 
Workers Union. John L. Lewis is probably the best-known labor 
leader in the United States. He is also among the least liked. 
In 1941, five times as many people, and in 1943, nine times as 
many, disapproved of Lewis as approved of him. 

Which other leaders are liked most, which least? In trying to 
answer such questions, we are able to winnow from the polls 
three groups of labor leaders: (1) Philip Murray and William 
Green are well known and popular; (2) John L. Lewis, head of 
the Miners, Harry Bridges, West Coast Longshoremen, and James 
Petrillo, Musicians, are well known and unpopular; (3) very little 
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known but fairly well liked are A. Philip Randolph, David 
Dubinsky, Walter Reuther, A. F. Whitney, and Joseph Curran. 

Green is more widely known than Murray, but Murray is 
slightly better liked. Among the well-known and unpopular 
leaders one man is associated by the public with the Communist 
Party and another with the legitimate racketeer aspect of union 
life. Apart from the heads of the two union blocs, who receive 
publicity all the time, these are the types most likely to appear 
in the newspapers. Out of some 360 men prominent in the union 
world, the public at large is acquainted with a dozen at most. 

This unfamiliarity does not prevent the mass public from hav- 
ing opinions about The Labor Leaders. The poll-takers seem to 
aim their questions at two aspects of labor leadership: power and 
morality. In both cases, their best questions ask the public to 
compare labor leaders with businessmen and sometimes with 
government oflBcials. 

Just before U.S. entry into the late war (May, 1941), more peo- 
ple were worried about the power of the labor leaders (75 per 
cent) than about the power of large corporation heads (59 per 
cent) or of government officials (32 per cent). Of course, the 
public unanimously holds the opinion that businessmen and 
labor leaders should have a social conscience and a sense of 
social responsibility. However, in March, 1946, when it was 
asked what proportions of businessmen and of labor leaders had 
these qualities, 59 per cent said that more than half of the busi- 
nessmen did, but only 7 per cent said the same of labor leaders. 

No poll-taker has yet devised a set of questions which would 
enable the mass public to allocate specific responsibilities to 
labor leaders and businessmen. In the closest attempt, during 
March, 1946, from a given list, the public overwhelmingly picked 
such things as ‘‘the economic health of industry” and the “general 
welfare of the community” as the joint responsibility of “both 
business and labor.” In every one of the seven areas of responsi- 
bility asked about, the majority believed that both labor and 
management were responsible. In only one area (“productivity 
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per worker’) did more people think labor should be more re- 
sponsible than business. 

In their image of the role of the labor leader, the people have 
not figured out what a good labor leader really ought to do— 
which is not surprising, since those labor leaders who think they 
know hive not told many people about it. The people, union 
and non-union, have a vague idea that the labor leader has too 
much power and that in some way he fails to live up to his 
social responsibilities. Yet the public cannot define what the re- 
sponsibilities of the labor leader acti:^ally are or what kind of 
job the labor leader actually does. 

This is how organized labor and its leaders stand with the 
mass public: too many of the people have now been affected by 
the practical benefits of unionism to accept the negative treat- 
ment in the mass media of communication. Some two-thirds of 
the public can usually be counted on to support the idea of 
labor unionism. When the unions are in a conflict, or the people 
are called upon to take a stand, many of them are undecided, 
but they by no means stack all the cards against the unions. The 
unions have much more support among the lower and lower 
middle classes than they do among the upper classes and, despite 
the general absence of education inside the union, their own 
members are fairly loyal. 

Much public doubt about the labor leader as a newly powerful 
man is due to the fact that he is a social actor without a publicly 
defined role. Yet vigorous action on his part, when publicly con- 
nected with the interests of the people (as, for instance, lower 
prices), does not alienate but rather draws the people to his side. 
There is no reason not to believe that under slump conditions, 
broad and energetic action properly communicated to the public 
would greatly enlarge the sphere of union influence and support. 
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THE HOUSES OF LABOR 


NO MATTER what political publics may demand or the general 
public support, the labor leader can neither follow the first 
nor accept the second unless he is strong. No man is strong in 
the world of U.S. labor unless he has or is thought to have a 
strong union back of him. The power of the labor leader is bound 
up with the power of the union which he leads. 

It is only because of his organization that the political publics 
make demands on the labor leader and the general public keeps 
him in focus. All his action, political and economic, is action with 
an eye on the state of his union. 

The Internationals 

Workers come together to form local unions, which are the 
district units of nationwide unions. These national unions may 
be aflSliated with the American Federation of Labor or the Con- 
gress of Industrial Organizations, or they may remain independ- 
ent of both. The locals within a national union are under the con- 
trol of the national headquarters, and the AFL and CIO are 
creatures of their respective national unions. Thus the key organ- 
ization in the world of U.S. labor is the national union, which is 
often called the international because it may have members in 
Canada as well as in the United States. The 180-odd national 
unions, or internationals, are self-governing: they alone decide 
what they will do. The men operating these internationals are 
the men who run the union world of American labor. 

Heading the international are the general officers, the presi- 
dent and the secretary of the union, who usually also serves as 
treasurer. In smaller unions the president, the secretary, and the 
treasurer may be the same man, but generally there are two top 
officers. In larger unions there are also one or more vice-presi- 
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dents. Elected by a national constituency of union members, the 
national oflScers are often somewhat independent of pressure 
from particular local unions. 

Attached to international headquarters are varying numbers 
of general organizers or ‘‘international representatives.” Their 
job is to organize new locals and to serve as liaison agents 
between national headquarters and the lower segments of the 
organization. As links between the national oflScers and the scat- 
tered locals, they advise and service the locals, many continu- 
ously working assigned districts. These “international reps” are 
usually appointed as salaried employees, although in a few unions 
they are elected by the unions national convention. In many 
unions, they are attached primarily to given national oflScials 
and make up the cadre of the machine within the international. 

The intemationars headquarters usually maintains an oflSce 
staflF. In the smaller^imions, this staflF may be altogether clerical 
and secretarial, but in the larger internationals, it is augmented 
by a sizable corps of professionals, appointed by the general 
oflScers. These professionals are lawyers, editors of the union's 
newspaper, and in an increasing number of unions, economists, 
statisticians, and research directors; they are the inside-the- 
union “intellectuals.” 

The international is composed of local labor unions, the bottom 
unit of labor organization. These locals contain the workers of 
a given plant or the craftsmen in a given labor market. The presi- 
dent and the secretary-treasurer of the locals are elected by the 
rank and file. In small locals, these oflScers continue to work at 
their trades, serving as part-time union leaders; in larger locals, 
the top oflScers are important members of the labor leader fra- 
ternity. Their job is to administer the aflFairs of their locals, and 
apart from collective bargaining, they are the labor leaders whom 
businessmen and personnel directors meet in the everyday round 
of work. 

Most locals of any size usually have one or more business 
agents, who in older unions are generally elected by the members 
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of the local or in newer unions (which have often grown fast and 
from the top down) are appointed by the national oflBcers, In 
either case, the business agent is generally a full-time, paid 
organizer. He is a general manager and contact man. He provides 
the continuity and general supervision of the locaFs administra- 
tion. His duties are as wide as the activities of the local. He sits 
with the executive board and the elected oflScers; he participates 
in every important meeting between the union and the com- 
panies; he is generally the depository of continuous union expe- 
rience. 

The locals have certain members working in the plants who 
hold the position of shop steward. They are usually chosen by 
the membership in the plant, although in some cases they are 
appointed by tlie local or international oflBcers. These shop stew- 
ards are the backbone of the rank-and-file leaders, and as volun- 
teers they help the union administer its domain. They do not 
receive union salaries, and although they have no formal voice 
in running the local, they do have a chance to acquire a follow- 
ing and gain influence. 

There is a bewildering variety of organizational arrangements 
between the top national oflBcers and the local labor leaders. 
Intricate mazes of delegate bodies crisscross one another in a 
pattern of elected and appointed authority. For example, there 
may be joint boards composed of all the locals in the interna- 
tional that have jurisdiction over a set of related crafts or occu- 
pations. These boards are composed of delegates from all the 
locals involved, and their purpose is to promote or secure united 
action among these locals. The boards may have firm control of 
their locals, may sometimes actually run them, or may be weak 
and dependent upon the constituent locals for their existence. 
In some unions, the boards are headed by men appointed by the 
internationaFs president. 

Some internationals may also have district councils, which have 
jurisdiction over the locals within a given territory. Coal, for 
instance, is divided into 30 district organizations, the heads of 



52 


NEW MEN OF POWER 


which nominally are elected by the locals but actually a majority 
are appointed by the president of the international. Steel has 40 
district oflBces, and in each of them, a representative from the 
international holds forth. 

One national union, for instance, has 251 locals, 19 joint boards, 
and 7 district councils, located in 238 cities, 32 states, and 4 
Canadian provinces. This vast bureaucracy is a virtual job empire, 
securely integrated with a leading American industry and tying 
together an international labor union. In such internationals, 
there is much room for the “fixing” operations of a machinery of 
patronage built up and maintained by national officers. 

All internationals began in one of three ways: (1) A number 
of independently organized locals banded together to form a 
new national organization. (2) An organizing committee, attached 
to some existing labor body, created a new international by going 
out and organizing a number of locals and setting them up as 
more or less autonomous organizations. (3) Spontaneously organ- 
ized locals appeared in an industry or occupation and were then 
gathered together by an organizing committee attached to some 
going labor body. 

The international heads make decisions on broad questions— 
when to begin an organizing drive or when and how to handle 
a strike situation. The locals oversee initial as well as continuous 
grievance dealings, policies about participation in city politics, 
and dues collection. Such influence as the locals have over the 
national officers is mainly through the elected delegates they send 
to conventions; such power as the international officers have de- 
pends upon how much control they can exercise over a strategic 
combination of locals. The control of the international over its 
locals varies greatly from union to union. In general, however, 
power has shifted to the international officers and to their ap- 
pointees in the union hierarchy. Thus the histories of the various 
internationals are case studies in the shaping of various types 
of bureaucracy. 
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Sizes and Shapes 

Fifty years ago, U.S. unionism was a small-scale affair. In 1900, 
there were 99 national unions, having a total of 833,600 members, 
5.3 per cent of the wage and salary workers of the nation. In the 
five years after 1900, organizing surged, and from then until the 
first World War, the unions steadily made small gains. During 
and immediately after the first World War, membership boomed. 
Nineteen-twenty is the historical peak: 133 internationals had 
enrolled 4,961,000 members, 17.6 per cent of the wage and salary 
workers of the country. 

The business boom of the Twenties was a bleak trade union 
slump: membership dropped from the 4,961,000 in 1920 to 3,400,- 
000 in 1925. The early years of the depression did not spur union 
growth. By 1935, the percentage organized was at its interwar 
low: 9.4 per cent of the wage and salary workers were in unions. 

The big story for American labor unions begins just after 1935, 
the year of the great springboard, when the CIO drive got under 
way. All labor organizations were ramrodded to increased efforts: 
in the next decade total U.S. union membership rose from 
3,400,000 to 13,600,000. The windfall years of the war did not 
altogether account for this jump— by 1938, the internationals had 
already climbed to 7,800,000. What happened during the war 
was merely a continuation of the bend that started during the 
later depression years. In 1944, some 34.4 per cent of all wage 
and salary workers in this country were members of labor unions. 

Of the 182 internationals that were operating nationally in 
1943, 55 per cent were founded before 1914, 14 per cent were 
founded between 1914 and 1934, and 30 per cent were organized 
after 1935. However, the growth in union membership has greatly 
exceeded the growth in the number of internationals. In 1900, 
99 unions had an average membership of 8,400; in 1944, 182 
unions had an average of 75,000 members. The average size of 
the 1944 international was almost nine times the average of 1900, 
but there were not even twice as many internationals in 1944 
as in 1900. 
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These figures mean that a new institution is now part of the 
lives of many workers in America. Such numbers are the sure way 
to speak of the accumulated power of the unions. Behind them 
lie all the mechanics of slump and war and boom. Behind them 
lie all the struggles of the organization drive. Laws have been 
changed because of them. And theoreticians of business power 
worry over them late at night. 

The Rival Houses 

The all-powerful internationals of the union world are banded 
into two big agglomerates of American unionism— the American 
Federation of Labor and the Congresis of Industrial Organiza- 
tions, which derive their power from the internationals that com- 
pose them. Yet these blocs have power in and of themselves, and 
they exert it throug|i wide-flung agencies. 

The way in which the internationals have been grouped into 
these blocs has made for certain crucial differences between the 
types of unions and the types of leaders that prevail in each. In 
understanding any given labor leader or any given union, it is 
important to know whether he, or it, is inside the AFL, inside 
the CIO, or outside of both. 

The AFL was founded in the Eighties by Samuel Gompers, 
its president (except in 1894) until his death in 1924. For 36 years 
Gompers ran it, and in doing so, set many basic patterns of U.S. 
unionism. He is the spiritual grandfather of many of today’s 
labor leaders. In 1924, William Green became the head of the 
AFL, and as of 1948, he has occupied the post for 24 years. 
From the turn of the century through 1935, about 80 per cent of 
the union members in this country belonged to AFL unions. 
Shortly after 1936 (the GIO was launched in 1935), the figure 
dropped to around 50 per cent and has since remained at ap- 
proximately that level. 

A leader s power in the labor union world rests primarily upon 
the number of workers organized under him. The powers within 
the AFL high councils obviously would have been disturbed if 
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the millions of workers in the mass production industries had 
been taken into the AFL as big new industrial unions. 

Yet governmental acts passed during the middle Thirties en- 
couraged labor leaders to organize, and spontaneously formed 
locals were cropping up in whole brackets of industry. Quite 
clearly sections of the government as well as the workers were 
asking for unions. 

The AFL was not able to meet a challenge of such magnitude. 
Its executive board, composed of international heads, the high 
powers in the trade union world, tried several times to loosen the 
jurisdictional tensions and to spread the unorganized workers 
among the existing job empires within the AFL, but it had 
no success. 

Many AFL unions were of the craft type, but there was a 
secular requirement for industrial-type unions. A craft union is 
composed of workers who have identical types of skill and train- 
ing, each worker carrying through to completion some whole 
process of work. An industrial union is composed of all the peo- 
ple who work in an industry, regardless of their skill, training, 
or function within the work-process. The diamond workers or 
the coopers are in craft unions; the automobile or the steel work- 
ers are in industrial unions. Between these polar types are many 
forms of union organization, composed of varying combinations 
of skill. For the sake of simplicity, we shall call the intermediary 
forms “amalgamated craft unions,” for they are mainly composed 
of workers from related crafts. The men's clothing workers— the 
pressers, cutters, lapel makers, and so on— are in the Amalgamated 
Clothing Workers of America. 

The type of union organization that prevails is more important 
for the jurisdictional problems it may lead to than for the pure 
sociological type it represents. John L. Lewis, head of the AFL 
organizing committee in the middle Thirties, though a conserva- 
tive unionist, saw what was happening and what was demanded. 
He called for industrial unions, that is, for unions outside the 
existing domains, or unions which, if organized inside the exist- 
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ing domains, would certainly require new sets of machinery and 
would thus cause trouble within the upper circles. 

Trouble or not, Lewis went on organizing, enrolling workers 
in steel, rubber, automobiles, regardless of their fields of employ- 
ment within these industries. The executive board of the AFL 
told him to stop organizing in this wholesale and unjurisdictional 
manneiA He refused. At the conventions of 1934 and 1935, he 
fought for industrial unionism. He lost the debates. In 1936, the 
ten unions involved were branded "dual unions,” the worst phrase 
the other leaders could mouth, and expelled from the AFL. Three 
other unions left voluntarily. These 13 became the CIO, nucleus 
of the second house of labor and in lime, almost as big as the 
first. At one stroke the AFL lost about 40 per cent of its total 
membership. John L. Lewis, the founder of the new CIO indus- 
trial aristocracy of labor, was its president until 1940. Since then, 
Philip Murray has \>een in command. 

Not all labor leaders and unions are inside one of these blocs. 
Some are independent or unalfiliated with any labor body. In the 
first quarter of 1947, 12 per cent of all union members were in 
independent unions, 39 per cent were in CIO unions, and 49 per 
cent were in the AFL. 

Each international belonging to the AFL or the CIO is a 
sovereign body, and the federations do not often attempt to in- 
terfere in its internal business. The federations are dependent 
upon the internationals for monetary support. Why, then, are 
these autonomous and supreme internationals willing to pay from 
their treasuries to get a charter from the AFL or the CIO? 

The American Federation of Labor and the Congress of Indus- 
trial Organizations try to assure an exclusive jurisdiction to the 
unions holding charters for given job empires. The Federation 
and the Congress will usually combat any union that tries to 
move in on the territory of another, even if vast portions of that 
territory are not being worked. But the leaders of an unaflBliated 
union may at any time find themselves facing a rival union 
backed by the money, organization, and unionizing talent of the 
AFL or CIO. If insurgents should form a majority within an 
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international, the AFL is strongly inclined to continue recogniz- 
ing the original leaders upon whom the charter was bestowed. 
Thus membership in the AFL or the CIO insures against rivalry 
from without and insurrection from within. 

The AFL and the CIO represent labor before the legislative 
bodies of the states and of the nation. In so far as the member 
unions participate in decisions on legislative programs, they are 
part of what united political front labor has. Both aflSliations help 
member unions in strike situations. They have no right to call 
upon the member unions to strike in sympathy, but they can, 
and do, back up the striking union with money and organiza- 
tional talent. By its Union Label Department, the AFL helps its 
unions maintain the union label on goods that the members pro- 
duce and boycott non-union-produced goods. 

Both organizations lend their talents and money to their inter- 
nationals for organizing purposes. In 1944, the AFL employed 
some 175 organizers; the CIO, 180. Usually, the organization of 
new fields is carried on by organizing committees; the people 
organized are then held in federal locals, directly attached to the 
bloc involved; and eventually they are assigned to existing unions 
or set up in new unions of their own. In addition, the locals of 
the member internationals can obtain the aid of the state and 
city bodies maintained by each of the two blocs. 

The States and the Cities 

All the locals belonging to aflSliated internationals also belong 
to one of the AFL’s 50 state federations * or to one of the CIO's 
36 state industrial councils. Within each city, the locals belong 
to one of the AFL's 749 city centrals or the CIO’s 232 city indus- 
trial councils. 

Thus a local is part of an international, and through it, part 
of the AFL or the CIO. The same local may also belong to an 
AFL city central or a CIO city industrial council, which in turn 
belongs to a state federation or a state industrial council. Mem- 
bership in these city and state organizations is optional, but the 

^ One for each of the 48 states, Alaska, and Puerto Rico. 
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majority of the locals of internationals attached to the AFL or 
the CIO send delegates to the state and city bodies. 

The primary task of the state bodies is political. They hold 
annual conventions at which legislative programs are formulated. 
The city organizations are more concerned with economic mat- 
ters, but they, too, formulate policies concerning city politics; in 
both political and economic matters, the city units are the city- 
wide agencies of the locals composing them, and the clearing 
houses for political and negotiating purposes. Next to the local 
unions, the city units touch the members of the union more inti- 
mately than any other sections of the union hierarchy. 

Both the city and the state organizations of the AFL and CIO 
are under cross-pressures. Their leaders borrow from and bestow 
power upon the internationals, the blocs with which they are 
alBliated, and the locals under their nominal jurisdiction. All 
these organizations, having members in the domain of a city 
body, may be represented in state federations or in one way or 
another influence them. The composition of power in the AFL 
is such that it always tries to prevent city or state bodies from 
usurping power from any international. The city organizations 
are under the surveillance of the executive councils and can be 
expelled by them. 

The internationals or the locals overshadow the city and state 
organizations in the handling of strikes and the framing of con- 
tracts. At most, the city and state agencies may attempt to inte- 
grate and help locals by providing techniques and information. 
If the head of a city central did more than that, the various inter- 
nationals whose locals were involved would exert pressure on 
the head of the afiiliate body of the offending city central, and 
then Green or Murray would act against the offending city cen- 
tral. 

What Is Organized? 

Labor leaders care nothing for the academic purity of defini- 
tions used to mark off the types of organizations which they lead. 
What they claim are job areas. They describe their jurisdictions, 
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which is to say, the particular empires of jobs to which they have 
staked a claim. They do not do this to let the workers know 
where to go: they are talking to other labor leaders. 

In the modern industrial world, and to a lesser extent in the 
world of labor unions, the craft has ceased to be the key unit ol 
work and organization. Labor leaders, whether they want to 
or not, have to follow the contours of the industries that are open 
for organization. If they don't, and there is pressure for unioniza- 
tion, their unions will be by-passed by the mass of industrial 
workers. That is what happened in the middle and late Thirties, 
By 1940, only 9 per cent of the total union membership in the 
U.S. were in craft unions, 

UNIONS MEMBERS 

Craft 26% 9% 

Amalgamated craft 53 48 

Industrial 21 43 

Total ; 100% 100% 

The average craft union in 1940 had about 16,200 members as 
compared with the average amalgamated’s 43,000 and the aver- 
age industrial's 98,500 members. 

The craft unions are not only the smallest but also the oldest: 
77 per cent of the craft unions, 60 per cent of the amalgamated 
craft, and 47 per cent of the industrial unions were organized 
before 1914. Only 7 per cent of the craft unions were organized 
after 1935, as compared with 20 per cent of the amalgamated 
craft and 28 per cent of the industrials. 

Within each of the three types, the older union is generally 
the bigger, but there is a difference in the relation of the present 
size and age according to the type: the older craft unions are 
on the average ten times as large as the newer craft unions, 
whereas the older industrial unions average less than twice as 
large as the newer ones. 
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Most unions of the craft type are in the AFL; there is not one 
in the CIO, although it has many unions that are amalgama- 
tions of related crafts. Yet in 1936 it was not the principle of craft 
versus industrial unionism that caused the split; it was power 
among labor leaders, based on jurisdictional domains. Hutche- 
son’s Carpenters Union, for instance, is a semi-industrial organ- 
ization.^ It covers everything from the growing tree to the finished 
product: “Once wood, it is always the right of the carpenter to 
install it. . . These are the words of the same carpenter who 
is reputed to have said, “I’ll see Lewis in hell before I see indus- 
trial unions.” Power based on jurisdiction— that is the main issue 
which keeps the two organizations apart. It has remained the 
point of disagreement throughout the several formal attempts 
which, since 1936, have been made to get them together again. 

In the early Foj^ies, the members of the three major types of 
unions were divided between AFL, CIO, and independent unions 
in this way; 



CRAFT 

AMALG. 

IND. 

AFL 

. . 65% 

79% 

15% 

CIO 


11 

84 

Independent .... 

35 

10 

1 

Total membership 

100% 

100% 

100% 


Clearly, amalgamations of crafts have occurred within and be- 
tween a great many unions in order to minimize jurisdictional 
troubles, increase union strength, and make possible co-ordinated 
demands and actions. The median year of origin for craft unions 
is 1898, for amalgamated crafts, 1901, and for industrial unions, 
1915. 

Historically, labor unions have centered in construction, min- 
ing, and transportation, with manufacturing lagging. That 
pattern has now been reversed: between 1930 and 1940, the 
percentage of all union members who were in manufacturing 
rose from 24 to 43 per cent. Now for the first time, the manu- 
facturing industries contain the bulk of the people who in one 
way or another are behind the power of the labor leaders. 
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Because craft-type unions predominate in the AFL, it is 
stronger in the building trades, mining, certain professional fields, 
personal service, and in transportation. The CIO is stronger in 
mass-production industries such as steel, textiles, automobiles, 
electrical equipment, and rubber. Here is the industrial com- 
position within each union bloc: 



AFL 

CIO 

IND. 

TOTAL 

Raw materials 

11 % 

9% 


11% 

Manufacturing 

29 

75 

7% 

43 

Building and construction 

23 



13 

Transportation and 

communication 

17 

8 

64 

17 

Trade 

2 

3 


2 

Service 

17 

5 

29 

14 

Total membership 

100% 

100% 

100% 

100% 


Only 29 per cent of the AFL workers in 1940, against 75 per 
cent of the CIO workers, were in manufacturing industries. 
Furthermore, only one-third of the AFL manufacturing workers, 
compared with virtually all of the CIO manufacturing workers, 
were in industrial unions. 

The question "What is organized?” may also be answered in 
terms of the white-collar and wage-worker components of the 
union membership. In 1900, 3.2 per cent of the white-collar em- 
ployees and 5.8 per cent of the wage workers were in unions; 
today, 43 per cent of the wage workers, as compared with 15 
per cent of the white-collar people, are unionized. There are 
many more lower-middle-class people in the unions than is gen- 
erally realized: approximately 13 per cent of all union members 
are in white-collar unions. 

There is some evidence that among wage workers, those having 
higher income and status are more likely to join unions, but 
among white-collar workers the reverse is true. The unionized 
ranks of both strata tend to come together, as it were, in a lower- 
middle-class grouping: this is the trade union bloc of the nation. 
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Before the CIO organizing drives, unions were, in the main, 
a monopoly of the skilled workers in certain industries: they 
were a trade aristocracy of labor. With the rise of the CIO, for 
the first time a large-scale arena for communication among many 
wage and salary workers was created. The progressive features 
of the CIO are due, in some part, to the fact that it has organized 
more than merely the skilled craft elite, just as its retrograde fea- 
tures are due, in some part, to the fact that it has not organized 
the lowfest ranks of the wage workers but has become a new 
aristocracy of some of the industrial workers. 

The Leaders and the Led 

Some members of some unions are mere objects of manipula- 
tion; some participate actively in running the union. Some of the 
leaders are appointed and some are elected; some are paid and 
some work voluntarily. But always the relations between the 
leaders and the led? are governed mainly by three facts: (1) the 
dues or the per capita tax which the local members pay to the 
national union and the money expended in locals by ofiicers; 

(2) the elections and referenda, held in the locals, which formally 
determine the officers in the union hierarchy and their activities; 

(3) the machines the national officials may or may not control, 
which extend into the various locals. 

The control of the first two, money and elections, is set forth 
in the constitutions of the unions. The possibilities of building 
up and of maintaining the often crucial third factor—the machine 
—are also somewhat limited, if only formally, by the terms of 
the constitution. 

At the convention, the business of running the union as a town 
meeting or as a leader's machine takes place. Therefore the 
frequency and the procedure of these conventions are crucial in 
relations between the leaders and the led. Some 32 per cent of 
the internationals hold a convention once each year, 36 per cent 
once every two years, 26 per cent every three to five years; the 
remaining 6 per cent set their next convention during a given 
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convention or by referendum of the membership. There are cases 
where unions have not called conventions for long periods of 
time, but only a handful of internationals are guilty on that score. 

The convention is the supreme authority and the only legis- 
lative body of the international. The delegates to the convention 
are usually local oflScers who, in the larger locals, are often ac- 
companied by active rank-and-file leaders. Usually, ""fixing” a 
union convention requires as much political maneuvering as does 
any Republican or Democratic Party convention. 

Between the members in the local and the oflBcers in the inter- 
national headquarters, money is a continuing link: the locals are 
assessed by the internationals, and the latter pay for various 
local purposes out of the national treasury. One of the key 
powers of the national oflBcers is this disbursement of national 
treasury funds. In unions as elsewhere, there is a finance of 
democracy and there is a democracy of finance. 

All the money with which the internationals are run is col- 
lected by the locals. A per capita tax per member is paid by each 
local to its international each month. All this money comes from 
the fee that the worker pays when he joins or when he is rein- 
stated, the regular dues (usually monthly), and special assess- 
ments that may be made for particular purposes. 

Power has shifted from the locals to their internationals; cen- 
tralization of money has put power in the hands of the inter- 
national oflBcers, who in turn may use it to strengthen their 
position in locals where their administration is weak. 

Centralization of funds also tends to spread the risks of the 
union’s life more evenly among the locals. By putting strike 
funds in the hands of national oflBcials, the locals weaken their 
own power but also increase, by a sort of insurance system, 
their chances of weathering a period of strife. This is especially 
important when unions face big corporations whose executives 
enjoy virtually absolute authority over far-flung plants. 

The democratic election of union oflBcers is often accompanied 
by factional fights. Democracy within the unions, as within the 
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nation as a whole, is usually a democracy of machine politics 
imposed upon a mass of apathetic members. 

This process can be observed in the re-election of union ofiS- 
cers. Regardless of the merits of an incumbent, regardless of 
low successful he has been in running his oflBce, if he does not 
face the scrutiny of opposition in an open and free election, he 
is less likely to remain alert to what previous generations have 
called the "will of the majority.’" 

The fict is that opposition in union elections is the great excep- 
tion. The rule is lengthy tenure in office. The best study avail- 
able shows that between 1910 and 1941, of 764 officers who won 
the elections in 7 AFL unions, 634, or 83 per cent of them, ran 
for office unopposed. These were all national officers. In the 63 
presidencies, 86 per cent were unopposed elections. 

The elected leaders of the internationals thus show vigorous 
ability to perpetuate themselves in office. Daniel Tobin, the suc- 
cessful candidate of the Teamsters in 1907, is still boss, and no 
one has opposed him since the election of 1910. Sidney Hillman, 
late president of the Amalgamated Clothing Workers, was un- 
opposed in office for over 25 years. William Mahon, head of the 
Street Railway Workers, has been head for over 40 years and 
unopposed for over 30. William Hutcheson, chieftain of the Car- 
penters, has been their president since 1916; D. B. Robertson, 
president of the Locomotive Firemen, was first elected to that 
position in 1922 and has served continuously since; G. L. Berry 
of the Printing Pressmen s Union has held his office since 1906. 
For over a quarter of a century, John L. Lewis has habitually 
expelled disruptive elements that might upset his rule of the 
Miners Union. 

This lack of democratic opposition occurs whether the election 
is by convention or by referendum ballot of the membership. 
The reasons for this have never been studied systematically, but 
the scattered facts about a miscellany of individual cases can be 
pieced into a coherent story of why unions tend to become auto- 
cratic and centrally controlled. 

As a union grows larger, there often tends to be less interest 
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among the membership at large; efiFective desire for democratic 
participation is lowered. The appeal to join a union is seldom 
ideological. Bread-and-butter reasons for joining as well as for 
remaining a member go along with lack of interest in union 
aflFairs as democratic mechanisms. 

As membership increases, there is also a greater possibility for 
more patronage to be controlled by union leaders. Tliey can re- 
ward their friends and punish their enemies. In fact, the machine 
power built up in this manner may even make possible punish- 
ment severe enough to break men as union leaders. Thus when 
John Brophy tried to unify the opposition to John L. Lewis in 
1926, Lewis declared the endeavor ‘"a disruptive effort” and 
expelled Brophy and his confreres from the union. 

In passing, it must be mentioned that intra-union discipline 
is often essential for effective dealing with thoroughly autocratic 
business institutions. The managers of corporations are not demo- 
cratically elected by the stockholders to represent their interests. 
And in this respect, the unions are often practically forced to 
borrow from their opponents an autocratic type of rule in order 
to insure unity of action. 

Over the last hundred years, the American unions have spread 
out with the national markets; on many of those markets, no 
local organization can stand alone. The distribution of power 
between the electorate in the locals and the labor leaders at na- 
tional headquarters is thus in large part dependent upon the 
type of industry and upon the size of the competitive labor 
market areas. 

If power in most of the older internationals has gravitated 
from the local to the national headquarters in the course of time, 
in many of the newer unions power has been concentrated at the 
top from the beginning. In many cases the men at the top today 
are the men who formed the union. In unions of either sort, a 
sudden flood of new members tends to invite the leadership to 
tighten its grip. 

Though many labor leaders retain office only because of their 
grip on the union machine or because of the indifference of 
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members, or both, some leaders also gain additional security 
from the loyalty of a hero-worshiping rank and file. In almost 
all cases of long tenure, the men in power have been sanctified 
by some battle through which they successfully led the union. 
They struggle with the birth of the union, they lead a large 
strike, or they organize vast numbers of new workers. The pres- 
tige Johp Mitchell gained from leading the great anthracite 
strikes at the turn of the century was so great that he could not 
be successfully challenged as head of the Miners. 

Democracy unambiguously means control of a responsible 
leader by the whole rank and file. That requires a machinery 
that forces the leader to remain alert to the wants of the mem- 
bers, that keeps him responsible. Another kind of mechanism 
sometimes obtains equally popular results. It. is dangerous and 
may exist in the tightest dictatorships, but in American labor 
unions it seems to occur more frequently than the first-mentioned. 
This second type evolves when an unchallenged leader consist- 
ently acts in the general interests of the membership. It may 
result from a leader s doing either what the members are inter- 
ested in or what is to their interests. It may come about by an 
identity of mental processes between the leaders and the led 
("Hutcheson thinks just like an old carpenter ') or by the mem- 
bers’ absolute trust in the leaders ("Ole John L. may be rough, 
but he’s always working for us”) or by the successful accomplish- 
ment of what all the members agree is the most important matter 
("He got us the dough, didn’t he?”). 

When considering the undemocratic rule and long tenure of 
many union chiefs, one should remember that on occasion rank- 
and-file leaders have upset the rule of the big shots of the union 
world. Now, however, there is no general surge of rank-and-file 
revolt against labor leaders. The old left wing of the AFL, com- 
posed of socialists and anarchist-syndicalists, is no more. Anyone 
who has watched a successful CP revolt knows that the CPers 
are not for rank-and-file democracy any more than the vested 
interests they replace. And like the old ruling class of Great 



THE HOUSES OF LABOR 67 

Britain, the aristocrats of American labor "buy up” the militant, 
lower-rank upstarts who look potentially powerful. 

But unions, like other American institutions, have to ride the 
cycle of slump and war and boom. When times are bad but there 
is demand that they be bettered, labor leaders must compete 
with each other and with new leaders for rank-and-file allegiance. 
Slump makes the rank and file show its muscle, and the leaders 
of American unions jump to more democratic action. 



CHAPTER FOUR 


THE SPLIT RUNS DEEP 


WHAT HAPPENS when labor leaders fail to look outside their 
own bailiwick to the demands of the rank and file is demon- 
strated by what happened to AFL leaders in the last slump. 
Their failure to respond resulted in a new crop of labor leaders 
at the head of a new organization. The CIO was born of slump, 
in jurisdictional competition with the* AFL over the industrial 
workers. Now there are two houses of labor; the solidarity of 
labor, of which the left speaks, is not a fact of American labor 
unionism. 

The AFL and the CIO are not two differently shaped vessels 
filled with similar kinds of leaders. The split between them runs 
deep: it divides different types of men. They differ in their 
personal characteristics, in the union experience they have had, 
and in their social and political outlooks. Two simple differences 
between the AFL and the CIO leaders are most decisive, carry- 
ing heavy implications for other personal and opinion character- 
istics. One is age. The other is education. 

Ambitious young men vdthin an organization argue that old 
age and long tenure in office lead to entrenched tyranny if not 
to the personal quality of ‘Tatty degeneration.” Things now move 
fast in industrial battles, much faster than old leaders can learn. 
Old leaders learned a long time ago and under a set of condi- 
tions that no longer prevail. They are uneducated; their very 
experience is a trap: they are victims of a trained incapacity. 

Older leaders, on the other hand, to glorify old age and long 
tenure, argue that good leadership is a rare quality that once 
found ought to be kept. Experience, they say, is always the best 
and often the only teacher. There are no books to teach a young 
man how to be a great labor leader. A union is complicated and 
its leader is responsible for keeping it in good shape; the only 
sure man is one who has kept it going through the years. A lot 
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of younger men coming into the union will throw overboard that 
rich experience. They will wreck the ship. 


Experience and Atrophy 

One might answer the dilemma of age and experience by say- 
ing that the unions need both the young and the old; if the two 
would co-operate, the proper balance could be achieved. In the 
labor leader world of today, that liberal answer does not seem 
possible, short of an organic merger. The statistical fact is that 
young men run the CIO and old men run the AFL. 


Seventy-three per cent of 

the men who lead the CIO, of age: afl cio 

as compared with only 35 per Under 35 4% 20% 

cent of AFL leaders, are un- 35-44 31 53 

der 45 years of age.* 45-54 33 17 

Young organizations: young 55-64 23 8 

leaders. The average CIO 65 and over ... 9 2 

union was 12 years old in Total cases 219 liT 

1946; the average AFL union, 


50 years old. The fact that one of the commonest ways to become 
a labor leader is to help found a union explains in part the sharp 
age differences between the AFL and the CIO. Young leaders, 
who have built and are running a young organization tend to 
select young men for their associates. Under those conditions,, 
rapidly expanding unions give young men chances to climb 
rapidly. 

On each level of leadership, the CIO men are younger than 
their counterparts in the AFL. Here are the proportions of leaders 
on each level of leadership who are 45 years of age or over: 


The American Federation 
of Labor today forms an al- 
most perfect hierarchy of age. 
Eighty per cent of the na- 
tional, 73 per cent of the state. 



AFL 

CIO 

National 

. . . , 80% 

39% 

State 

. .. .73% 

24% 

City 

56% 

25% 


and 56 per cent of the city leaders are over 45 years of age. Age 


* For a discussion of our sample of labor leaders, see Notes and Sources, 
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parallels the levels of leadership with almost bureaucratic pre- 
cision. 

There is already a tendency for the CIO to become an age 
hierarchy; in due course, no doubt, it will develop into one. 
But today, a decade after its beginning, the gradation is not yet 
clear-cut. 

The age differences between the leaders of the two organiza- 
tions decrease as we go down the hierarchy: between national 
leaders of the AFL and CIO there is a 14-year age difference; 
on the state level, the difference is 10 years; and on the city, it 
is less than 8. 

The successful American labor leader enters the union world 
early and stays late. The typical leader of an AFL international 
took his first job in a labor union during the year 1918; in the 
CIO, the men now^on the top level typically entered the unions 
in 1935. 

There are fewer differences Median year of 
in the experience of the lead- first trade union 


ers at the bottom than at the job: afl cio 

top of the two hierarchies: 17 National 1918 1935 

years of experience separates State 1929 1939 

the top of the AFL from the City 1933 1939 

top of the CIO, 10 years in 


the middle level, and 6 years at the bottom. In the career of the 
labor union leader, there are two kinds of turnover at the bot- 
tom: he either goes up or he goes out of the hierarchy. 

As the AFL is an age hierarchy, so it is a hierarchy of experi- 
ence: the further up the line a leader is, the longer he has been 
in the movement. Apparently the CIO is too young for this 
development to be pronounced. 

The independent unions do not have state and city officers 
as do those affiliated with the AFL or CIO. Our information 
therefore concerns only leaders of the independent internationals. 
In age and union experience, these presidents and secretaries are 
between the national leaders of the AFL and the CIO: their 
average age is 50 years, compared to the 57 of the AFL and the 
43 of the CIO; and they got into unions in the median year of 
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1930, which, again, is in between the years of 1918 and 1935 for 
the AFL and CIO national oflBcers. On the basis of this inter- 
mediate age and experience of the independents, no theory that 
they might bridge the gap between the AFL and CIO can, how- 
ever, be developed. There are specific reasons why each of their 
unions is not in either of the two houses of labor. Moreover, in 
their general outlook, the heads of the independent unions re- 
semble the AFL leaders much more closely than they do those 
of the CIO. 

How do the ages of top trade union leaders compare with 
those of corporation executives and governmental ofiicials? The 
presidents of AFL internationals in 1945 averaged about 57 years 
of age, exactly the same age as the 1940 average for the presi- 
dents of 100 corporations for which we have information. These 
corporation heads were in charge of the first 10 railway lines, 
the first 10 utilities, the first 5 companies in oil, steel, chain stores, 
mining, and the first 60 industrials. The average age in 1939 of 
62 federal administrators, the heads of the bureaus, was 54. 

The age lineup, then, is like this: corporation executives and 
AFL presidents: 57; government ofiBcials: 54; CIO presidents: 43. 
If we may consider these figures roughly comparable and repre- 
sentative of the three hierarchies of officialdom and power, it is 
clear that the CIO men are almost a new generation operating 
within and between the three hierarchies of power. 

Education and Wisdom 

Measured in the lifetime of a man, high schools are a new 
thing for the masses of the people. Colleges are even more re- 
cent. In 1940, only 10 per cent of the U.S. adult population had 
gone to college and only an additional 29 per cent had had some 
high school training. Since mass participation in formal school- 
ing is so recent, it follows that the younger an adult is, the 
more likely he is to have finished a higher grade in school. Older 
people may have more of the wisdom reputed to come with age 
and experience, but younger people have, on the average, spent 
more years in school. 

The AFL labor leader is older than the CIO leader and, ac- 
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cordingly, not so well educated. Here is the labor leaders’ formal 
education compared to that of the U.S. adult population; 



U.S. ADULT 




POPLTLATION 

AFL 

CIO 

College 

.... 10 % 

25% 

33% 

Higl^ school graduate 

.... 14 

14 

23 

Some high school . . . . 

... 15 

26 

24 

Grammar school . . 

... 57 

34 

20 

None .... 

4 

1 


Total cases 

... 73.7 million 

227 

172 


Fifty-six per cent of the CIO leaders, and 39 per cent of those 
in the AFL, have graduated from high school or gone to college. 
Both the AFL and the CIO leaders are better educated than the 
general adult puBlic, of whom only 24 per cent have gone 
through high school or beyond. 

This tendency for the CIO Proportion complete 


to be run by better-educated mg high school: afl cio 

men is true of both its old and Under 45 . . . . 49% 62% 

its young leaders. Actually, 45 and over . . .36% 38% 

the differences in educational 

accomplishments between the AFL and the CIO leaders are 
more pronounced among the younger men in both organizations 
than among the older. Not only were the “originar leaders of 
the CIO better educated, but the younger men who have risen 
in the CIO are better educated than the younger men who have 
come into the AFL hierarchy. 

These educational differences hold true for each level of lead- 
ership within the two organizations. Here are the proportions 
with some high school or 
higher education: 

The educational hierarchy National 57% 91% 

inside the AFL is quite dif- State 64% 84% 

ferent from the hierarchy 



AFL 

ao 

National . . . 

57% 

91% 

State 

64% 

84% 

City 

70% 

74% 

the levels 

of leadership 

are 
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paralleled by levels of education: the further up you go, the 
better educated the men are, despite the older age groups at the 
top. But in the AFL, the further up you go, the older and less 
educated are the leaders. This inverted educational hierarchy in 
the AFL is due in large part to the age gap of some 10 years 
between the top and bottom positions. In the CIO, there is not 
such a big age diflFerence between the top and the bottom; edu- 
cation and age are both graded in terms of organizational struc- 
ture. 

The presidents and secretaries of the independent unions, al- 
though somewhat younger than the AFL leaders, have completed 
almost the same median grade of formal schooling: for the inde- 
pendents it is 9.4 years; for the AFL, 9.3. In the CIO the me- 
dian grade is 12.5 years. 

The labor leaders are better educated than the adult U.S. 
population, but none of them, except the national leaders of the 
CIO, are as well educated as the heads of the business corpora- 
tions with whom they deal. In 1940, over two-thirds of a sample 
of 200 top business executives had gone to college. And neither 
the labor leaders nor the business executives are as well edu- 
cated as the government oflScials, who practically without excep- 
tion have had college educations. 

The AFL is a gerontocracy: at its top are older men who are 
relatively poorly educated and who have authority over much 
younger men who are relatively better educated. Age and edu- 
cation cause some tension within the AFL. 

The CIO is a professional bureaucracy: at its top are slightly 
older men who are quite well educated, and these better-edu- 
cated leaders exercise authority over slightly younger and less 
well-educated men. Age and education are graded according to 
organizational structure. 

In understanding the behavior of the leaders of the AFL and 
the CIO, it is necessary to bear in mind that they operate in two 
diflFerent kinds of hierarchies. The differences are not merely 
organizational: the two houses of labor are inhabited by differ- 
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ent types of men, related within each organization in diflFerent 
ways. The facts of age, education, and types of hierarchy make 
for further diflEerences between AFL and CIO leaders. In the 
sphere of ideas, the first split can be seen in the way these two 
types of leaders view the possibility and morality of unity be- 
tween the two organizations. 

Political Dialogue on Unify 

The mass public does not know much about labor's big split; 
certainly it has not formulated any detailed opinions concerning 
it. Questioning would probably discover only the general feel- 
ings that cluster around the symbols of “unity” and “disunity.” 
In 1947, 55 per cent of the public felt the AFL and the CIO 
should “join in one organization”; 25 per cent felt they should 
not; 20 per cent bad no opinion. 

The special political publics have more definite views. But the 
big diflSculty with talk of getting together is that everyone wants 
unity to serve some special purpose; in all political publics, as 
well as in the union world, the issue is: Unity for what? 

The members of the liberal public feel that a solid front would 
be more politically and economically effective, and they favor 
the principle of unity. The anti-Communists among them want 
the alliance to break the power of the Communists; and those 
who, knowingly or not, follow the Communist dispensation, want 
unity to install “the progressives” in the most important posts 
available. 

The far left wants amalgamation because a rift in the union 
world means disunity among the wage workers as a class. Merger 
is necessary to strengthen the whole working class and to defeat 
the efforts of employers and government to regiment the labor 
movement. In speaking of unity, the leftists lean toward terms 
favorable to the CIO rather than the AFL because industry is, 
in their minds, half-way along the road from craft to class, and 
because they believe that the CIO has been more politically alert, 
even if its leaders have only toyed with ideas of independent 
political action. 
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Although the practical right hasn’t formulated any view, it 
contains the people who most favor continued disunity. Like 
many of the sophisticated right, the practical conservatives want 
continued friction in so far as it serves to make a deeper split 
and, in the end, to fragmentalize the potential power of the 
labor unions as a movement. Indeed, there is much in the idea 
that the present disunity serves rightward interests. Disunity, in 
fact, was a major purpose behind the practical right’s Taft- 
Hartley labor law of 1947. 

The argument over unity, however, is not merely an argument 
between the right which wants disunited and therefore weak 
labor and the left which wants labor unity in which there is said 
to be strength. Even politically sophistieated leftward thinkers 
are by no means agreed. Some independent left intellectuals be- 
lieve that undf;r prevailing conditions, unification of the AFL 
and CIO would be an essentially conservative move. Others take 
an opposite view. Among left intellectuals today the most signifi- 
cant arguments, pro and con, are the following: 

Against Unity: Power in the union world rests upon the num- 
ber of workers under a leader. The AFL is somewhat larger 
than the CIO, and many independent unions would favor the 
AFL. Therefore, power in any merged organization would rest 
more nearly with the AFL than with the CIO type. The top AFL 
leaders would thus gain a lot of autonomous power that is now 
within the structure of the CIO and free for action in an alert 
leftward manner. The leftward element in unions might be 
buried by a merger. 

For Unity: To have power die unions must be big enough to 
cope with their opponents. The possibilities of effective leftward 
action by unions depend upon their strength compared with that 
of business. Industry is now mass; business is now unified. So 
the unions must become a mass organization under a unified 
command. To support fragmentalized unions in the hope that 
some small unions would thus have a greater chance to be or to 
become radical is to give up real possibilities for sectarian ges- 
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tures: such left elements as exist are of little use in the smaller 
unions. 

It is also assumed that the AFL is more uniform than it actu- 
ally is. In a showdown, at least four or five fairly large AFL 
unions would go with the CIO. 

Against Unity: Enlargement of unions leads to more conserva- 
tive policies because more of the leaders must become adminis- 
trators. More leaders must pay most of their attention to hold- 
ing the big unit together. Moreover, in a large organization, huge 
funds are at the disposal of the leaders: there are more chances 
to build patronage machines, more ^chances for cautious atti- 
tudes to flourish among leaders who feel responsible for safe- 
guarding a richer organization. 

For Unity: There are as many conservative leaders among 
small independent^unions as there are among huge unions. What 
is said about the funds is correct, but it is simply another way 
of saying "absolute power corrupts."’ Does that mean less power 
corrupts less? There are as many petty tyrants as big tyrants. 
Little men with small riches often guard them as cautiously 
as larger men with big riches. 

Against Unity: The competition for new members between the 
AFL and the CIO has greatly aided the organizing work of the 
last decade. During the rush and rivalry over organizing, the 
unions in both blocs have paid less attention to strict jurisdic- 
tional lines than they might have if there had been a common 
head to whom to appeal. After 1936, even the AFL enlarged the 
jurisdiction of many of its unions, amalgamated crafts, and spent 
money organizing. This argument is not merely historical: with 
only one-third of the workers in unions, organizing should be 
intensified. Competition enlivens the activities of the labor 
leaders. 

For Unity: Organizational efforts have been intensified not 
by disunity and competition but by the new idea of mass organi- 
zation and the new tactics which the CIO put into vigorous prac- 
tice. The opposing argument would mean that the postwar or- 
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ganizing drive in the South was helped by the competition be- 
tween the AFL and the CIO, which is obviously not the case. 

Against Unity: If the unions were fused into one big union, 
the public would regard this bloc as a monopoly Behemoth; 
it would look much stronger than it would be. The one big union 
would be severely attacked, political demands for public control 
of unions would be increased. The labor leaders, in their sharp 
fear of government encroachment on the free private enterprise 
of running a union, might seek to lead a union life of quiescence 
and compromise. They also might even be more likely to make 
secret deals with amalgamated employers’ associations. 

For Unity: The argument is like two others: if Negroes become 
militant, the whites will crack down; if Jews speak for their 
rights, anti-Semitism will increase. Both statements may be true 
in the short run. But in the long run, they are a renunciation of 
all power and struggle, a declaration for the cautious existence. 
Not strength but weakness, not militant action but powerlessness 
increases Jim-Crowism, anti-Semitism, and anti-unionism. Not 
apparent strength but genuine power will enable unions to stand 
the shock of attack and to return it. Unity is the way to such 
power. 

Thus, among the politically sophisticated, one finds a wide 
range of possible attitudes toward labor unity, including points 
of view far more subtle than those which determine the opinions 
of the labor leaders themselves. 

Should We Get Together? 

Neither the abstract ideas of a handful of left-wing leaders nor 
any pressure from the rank and file, but the threat of powers 
outside and the movements of big men inside the unions drive 
the labor leaders to talk of unity. 

Every time Congress sounds anti-labor the union leaders show 
some will toward unification. But when there is peace on the 
Congressional front, and the unions in both blocs seem to be 
doing well, the will is lost. In 1947, an anti-labor Congress came 
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into power; lured by fear of anti-union forces and plied with 
good will toward one another, tlie labor leaders again talked of 
unity, but again nothing came of it. 

The movements of certain bigwigs in the 10-year drama stir 
up talk and sometimes renew eflEorts. When John L. Lewis, 
founder of the CIO, withdrew from that organization in October 
of 1940, some labor observers actually wondered whether the 
CIO would collapse or be so weakened that it would try to 
creep back into the fold. Every time either of the two big blocs 
seems weakened in any way, observers believe it will seek re- 
newed strength in solidarity. Yet in 1942, when the top leaders. 
Green, Lewis, and Murray, were asked if they believed organic 
unity was at all probable, each answered “No.” Lewis, the his- 
torical key to the whole affair if any man is, made another move 
in 1945: he rejoMfed the AFL. In labor circles, unity was again 
earnestly discussed, but again with no results. In 1947, he again 
left the AFL. 

The enemies of labor may be strong, but some labor leaders 
are stronger than others. In unity there may be strength, but for 
the labor leaders, the big question is: Whose will it be? 

Two general questions are involved: one has to do with moral- 
ity or ideology; the other has to do with power. In the first, the 
rank and file of the unions are considered; in the second, they 
are not disregarded, but the leader s own position takes prece- 
dence. A labor leader in either bloc may or may not believe 
that healing the breach is in the interests of the laboring people 
as a whole; and he may or may not believe that the chance for 
agreement is good. 

We asked the leaders a question about each of these points 
not long after John L. Lewis had gone back to the AFL. The 
question on morality was worded: “From the standpoint of 
value to laboring people as a whole, do you think the AFL and 
the CIO, as nationwide organizations, should within the next 
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few years try to: (1) Get together as a unified organization? (2) 
Remain separate organizations but engage in all joint public 
activities and policies they can? (3) Remain separate organiza- 
tions and have little or nothing to do with one another? (4) Fight 
it out until one or the other loses as an organization?” 

The majority of all leaders favor unity. Even though the ques- 
tion is put on an abstract moral level, this majority opinion is 
an important over-all fact. But the numbers who are opposed to 
unity, and their reasons, are even more important. 

Eighty-three per cent of the 

Get together .... 83^ 
Co-operate 11 

Remain independent 3 
Fight it out 3 


AFL leaders believe that the 
AFL and the CIO should, for 
the workers’ interests, join 
forces. Only 56 per cent of the 
CIO leaders are of this opin- 
ion. Yet even if they do not 


CIO 

56% 

42 

1 

1 


178 


Total cases 230 

all agree to a unified organization, the leaders of the CIO are for 
co-operation on public policies. Few leaders are ■willing to say 
that the two should “fight it out,” or even remain absolutely 
independent. 

Within either bloc, there are no differences by level of leader- 
ship. National, state, city leaders within each bloc hold the same 
views. Both organizations thus appear to be well disciplined on 
the unity question. 

The leaders do not hesitate to voice an opinion. There is no 
such aloofness from the record as might be revealed by a large 
“don’t know.” Apparently they have given the matter much 
thought, or at least have talked of it a great deal. There is at 
least moral dissatisfaction and a desire for closer co-operation 
or unity between the two houses of labor. 


What Are the Chances? 

It is one thing to believe that solidarity of unions would be 
good for the laboring people and to want it for that or any other 
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AFL 

CIO 

Good chance . 

10% 

3% 

Fair chance 

. 30 

13 

Slight chance 

43 

54 

No chance 

17 

30 

Total cases 

231 

176 


principle; it is quite another to believe that unity is probable 
within a stated period of time. We asked: "Regardless of what 
you would hke to see happen, how much chance do you see for 
the AFL and the CIO to become one unified organization within 
the next few years?” The labor leaders answered: 

There is general agreement 
among the leaders that the 
chances are slim: 60 per cent 
in the AFL and 84 per cent in 
the CIO believe that there is 
only a slight chance or no 
chance at all. 

The AFL is more optimistic than is the CIO. Just as the AFL 
men appear to favor unity more as a general moral proposition, 
so are they more Optimistic about its chances. 

On the power and on the moral aspects of the question, the 
labor leaders attitudes are almost entirely determined by his 
union s aflSliation. Neither personal characteristics, political aflSlia- 
tions, nor opinions on other social and economic questions have 
any bearing on the way the labor leaders view the possibility of 
unity. The educated and the uneducated, the young and the 
old, the national, the state, and the city leaders are all agreed— 
within each of the two blocs. 


The Lineup of Opinion 

On the question of labor solidarity, most of the leaders in both 
blocs are morally willing but practically pessimistic; they feel 
that, ^yVe should get together, but the chances of our doing 
so are either slim or completely absent.” The rest of the AFL 
leaders are morally willing and practically optimistic; they feel 
that, "We want unity, and we feel that the chances are pretty 
high that we can get it.” The rest of the CIO are morally skepti- 
cal and practically pessimistic; they feel, "We re not at all sure 
that it would be a good thing, and we don t think the chances 
are very good anyway.” 
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AFL 

CIO 

Want unity and believe it will be achieved 
Want unity but believe it will not be 

m 

13* 

achieved 

43 

44 

Do not want unity and do not believe it 
will be achieved . 

Do not want unity but believe it will be 

16 

40 

achieved 

1 

3 

Total cases 

229 

176 


The split runs deep. Yet a general wish for co-operation of 
some sort is present in each organization. There is an almost 
unanimous desire for more harmonious action and organization 
in the union world. In the AFL, the cry is for organic unity; in 
the CIO, for increased co-operation short of actual merger. 

It is seldom possible to check poll findings by events, as in the 
prediction of elections. Fortunately, shortly after our questions 
were asked, the AFL invited the CIO to a talk on getting to- 
gether. As reported in the press and as carried by the union 
grapevine, the AFL wanted organic unity whereas the CIO re- 
sisted, and argued officially for “increased co-operation as a 
good beginning.” This official CIO line expressed the sentiment 
of the more conservative CIO leaders, as would be expected in 
formal talks involving such vital issues. 

No personal attribute or attitude of the individual leader cor- 
relates with his position on the issue of labor solidarity. The 
labor leader usually follows the policy line of his organization. 
His attitudes are disciplined by that policy. Therefore to ex- 
plain this difference in opinion between AFL and CIO leaders 
we must look to organization and organizational policy rather 
than to personal attributes and ideologies of the leaders as in- 
dividuals. Three considerations are relevant; 

I. The labor leader sees the issue of unity not as one of blend- 
ing or not, but as one of absorbing or being absorbed. Solidarity 
is an issue of power, and the consequence which interests the 
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labor leader is who is going to get the power. How much the 
leader gets depends in large part upon the kind of deal his 
organization makes. The AFL is, despite various claims to the 
contrary, the larger of the two organizations. Power in the union 
world depends a great deal upon size. The AFL leaders believe 
that their organizations would get most; they would do the ab- 
sorbing. The CIO fears that it would be absorbed. That is the 
major reason why more AFL leaders are for accord than CIO 
leaders. 

II. Since the AFL is so much older, and the CIO sprang from 
it, there is a traditional feeling among AFL leaders that they 
represent The House of Labor. Many AFL leaders look upon 
CIO leaders as upstarts, as boys who have done fairly well but 
who, after all, do not have the experience of the older men in 
the AFL, the de|5t)sitory of labor wisdom in America. *‘Look at 
John L. Lewis," they say. ‘Well, he is no upstart, but he led the 
upstarts, and didn’t he finally come home? The others will come 
home, too.” Such sentiment lies back of much AFL optimism 
revealed in our poll. 

m. The tradition of the absolute sovereignty of the interna- 
tional union is so strong and untouchable in the higher as well 
as the lower circles of the AFL that no leader fears strongly that 
he will be sold out by those above him in the hierarchy. Part 
of this tradition actually means that those who got there first 
have the right to most of what is found there. The AFL leaders 
feel this so strongly that they perhaps impute it to the CIO 
leaders. However, within the AFL each leader is sure of protec- 
tion, and between the AFL and the CIO, the AFL leaders see 
seniority as a strong bargaining point. 

As the great jurisdictional battle between the two houses of 
labor has continued, the vested interests at the top as well as 
at the bottom have become more firmly entrenched and appar- 
ently more obdurate in their demands. The differences and the 
entrenchments have been cumulative; as both organizations have 
spread out over the last ten years, the numbers of potential and 
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actual jurisdictional borderlines have grown, increasing the po- 
tential and actual encroachments and the mutual hostility. 

Unions and leaders of a certain type have not only been true 
to their type, but a selective process has gone on: the CIO type, 
as his union has grown, has selected the CIO type, and likewise 
the AFL. 

The AFL and the CIO are united— in two separate blocs. If the 
young men were more amenable than the older men, if the 
powerful were more amenable than the less powerful, then 
such groups in either organization might be employed as levers, 
but there are no such levers jutting out. 

If these organizations were to unify organically, back of the 
alliance would be the most adroit and complicated political 
maneuverings ever to occur in our time and place. Only a felt 
threat of dire proportions from outside the movement could spur 
such political talent as the unions now possess to such mighty 
eflFort. 



CHAPTER FIVE 


THE SELF-MADE MEN 


THE HEIGHTS gained by the American labor leader are elevated 
in contrast with his humble level of origin. In many ways, the 
history of his life is an American success story. In the second 
quarter of the twentieth century, the American labor leaders 
exemplify this story more than the executives of large American 
corporations or the oflBcials of government bureaus. 

''Those Foreign-Born Agitators" 

To the mass public, the American labor leader is frequently 
not American at all: he is a foreigner. By excluding the labor 
leader from its stereotype of the American, the mass public can 
save that stereotype for more conventional types of men. 

For example, in a typical Middle Western city of 80,000 we 
asked a cross-section of women: "Do you think that most, about 
half, or not so many of the labor leaders in this country are 
foreign-born?” The important fact that 27 per cent of them would 
not venture any answer agrees with our general finding of the 
public’s labor illiteracy. Even when asked to make a crude guess, 
one out of four women were at a loss. However, the remaining 
three did answer, and two of them believe that at least half of 
the labor leaders are foreign-born. Here is the distribution of 
their answers: 

Although this question calls Labor leaders foreign-born? 


for a factual answer, these are Most are 19% 

not matter-of-fact answers; About half 29 

they are expressions of preju- Not so many 25 

dice toward labor leaders in Don’t know 27 

general. This is demonstrated Total cases 992 

by the close relation between 


the answers people give to this question and their answers to 

84 
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other questions which directly reveal an anti-labor leader bias. 

Those whom we would expect to have more information on 
the subject do not answer the question any differently than those 
from whom we would expect less. Formal education, for instance, 
makes no difference. Moreover, just as many (49 per cent) of the 
women whose husbands belong to labor unions as those whose 
husbands do not think that half or more of the labor leaders are 
foreign-born. 

But there is even more direct evidence that this belief is mere 
bias. The women asked about the nativity of labor leaders were 
also asked this question: “From the standpoint of the factory 
workers themselves, do you think unions do a good service job 
or not?” Now this question does not ask “from the standpoint of 
the community” or “the public at large”; it emphasizes “the fac- 
tory workers themselves.” Even those opposed to unions from 
the point of view of their over-all effect on American hfe might 
still answer ‘Tes” from the standpoint of the factory workers. 
Those who say “No” to this question therefore must be the most 
confirmed enemies of trade unionism. Some 16 per cent of those 
who believe the unions do a good job, as compared with 31 per 
cent of those who believe they do not, think that “most labor 
leaders” are foreign-born. Those who are most opposed to labor 
unions are more likely to believe the foreign-bom myth than the 
women who are favorably inclined toward the union's role in the 
life of the American factory worker. People who cry “foreign- 
born” at labor leaders are likely to be those who have economic 
reasons for opposing the practical activities of American labor 
leaders. 

The question of the labor leader s nativity cannot be answered 
by anecdotes about a handful of leaders. It is, of course, tme 
that William Green was born in Coshocton, Ohio, but that 
David Dubinsky was bom in Russia; that John L. Lewis was 
born in Lucas, Iowa, but that Harry Bridges was born in Aus- 
tralia. Argument on that level is interminable. There is only one 
answer to the question— a study of a statistically representative 
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sample of labor leaders, which in each case finds out their place 
of birth. 


The facts discerned by this procedure are that 89 per cent of 
the labor leaders were born in the United States; 11 per cent were 


born in some other country. 

Only one of every ten labor 
leader^ was not born in the 
United States. Thus, in that 
middle-sized city, two out of 
three of those who answered 


Place of Birth: 

AFL 

CIO 

Born in U.S. 

. 89% 

89% 

Foreign-born . 

11 

11 

Total cases . . . 

228 

174 


the question on nativity are 

misinformed. Even many of those who are generally pro-labor, 
highly educated, and who belong to labor unions are mistaken. 

Labor leaders are American-born approximately to the same 
extent as the population at large. In fact, the bulk of the labor 
leaders are between 45 and 54 years of age; in 1940, 23 per cent 
of the white male population in this age group were foreign- 
born; among labor leaders in the same age group, only 10 per 
cent in the AFL and 17 per cent in the CIO were foreign-born. 
This pattern generally holds on all levels of leadership and in 
all regions of the United States. 


In the mind of the mass public, as well as in the calculation of 
the sociologist, the chances a man has to become Americanized 
are affected by the length of time his family has been in the 
United States, and by whether his family was Croat or English, 


Lithuanian or Australian. 

Eleven per cent of the labor 
leaders are foreign-born, and 
27 or 28 per cent of those 
bom in this country had for- 
eign-bom fathers. The major- 
ity of the labor leaders and 
their fathers were bom in this 


Fathers and sons: 

AFL 

CIO 

Both native-born 

61% 

62% 

Only the son native 

28 

27 

Both foreign-born 

11 

11 

Total cases 


172 


country. In these respects, there are no differences between 


AFL and CIO leaders. 
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Such figures, of course, should be compared with the entire 
population, but the information required to make an exact com- 
parison is not available. The poll-taker is limited in the number 
of questions he can ask a group of busy executives; we know the 
nativity of the fathers of the labor leaders, but we do not know 
where their mothers were born, and the U.S. Census does not 
distinguish between the two parents. In addition, age must always 
be considered in any comparison made. 

The best judgment we can make shows that in 1940, 18 per 
cent of the native white male population between the ages of 
45 and 54 were from foreign or mixed parentage, whereas 24 per 
cent of the native AFL and CIO leaders in this age group have 
foreign-born fathers. From this it would seem that although 
fewer labor leaders are foreign-born, somewhat more have for- 
eign fathers than is true of the white male population. 

Classifying the foreign-born labor leaders by the region of 
Europe from which they came, we find that about one-half in 
each bloc are from Great Britain and Northwest Europe; the 
remainder of the AFL foreign-born are scattered pretty evenly 
from Central, Southern, and Eastern Europe, whereas more of 


the remainder of the CIO 

are from Eastern Europe. 


Origins of fathers: 

AFL 

CIO 

Old migration 

25% 

15% 

New migration . . 

14 

23 

Total foreign-born 

39 

38 

Total native-born 

. 61 

62 

Total cases 

227 

173 

The pattern of origin for the fathers of U.S. labor leaders re- 


veals that more of the AFL fathers came from the old immigra- 
tion (Great Britain and Northeast Europe) than did the CIO 
fathers, who tend to be part of the new immigration (Central, 
South, and Eastern Europe). This is, however, an expected impli- 
cation of age; the CIO men are younger than the AFL men and 
younger migrants are more apt to be of the new immigration. 
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Such crude comparison as is possible indicates that more of 
the foreign-born fathers of native-born labor leaders came from 
England and the Empire than did the foreign-born parents of 
the native-born male white population at large. 


The Level of Origin 

The occupations pursued by the fathers of American labor 
leaders are perhaps more important as a clue to their early cir- 
cumstances than their nativity, for they provide a more direct 
index of the economic milieu in which the leaders grew up. The 
father s occupation may shift during^the boyhood and early man- 
hood of the labor leader, but it is during his pre-adolescent 
period that an individuars opportunities are most crucially set 
by the social and economic level of his parents, for at that time 
it is determine4^, whether he will continue in school or go to 
work. Therefore we asked: ^‘What was the main occupation of 
your father when you were ten or twelve years old?” 

The big fact about the oc- Occupations 


cupational origins of the labor 
leaders is that they are pre- 
dominantly from labor s own 
ranks. Six out of ten, in both 
the AFL and the CIO, derive 
from fathers who were wage 


of fathers: 

Free enterprisers 
New middle class 
Wage workers 


AFL 

33 % 

8 

59 


CIO 

32% 

7 

61 


198 158 


Total cases 

workers, most from the foreman or skilled labor ranks. Three 
out of ten come from free enterprisers, the old middle class of 
small farm or business proprietors. The remaining one is of new 
middle-class or white-collar origin. 

The free enterprisers are about equally farmers and smaller 
businessmen; 15 per cent of the labor leaders are from farmers 
and 17 per cent from business strata. The farmer fathers were 
either sizable tenants or owner-operators; the businessmen were 
primarily small, usually independent craftsmen, in such trades 
as building, or small retail operators. However, 5 per cent of the 
AFL leaders and 3 per cent of the CIO leaders derive from 
fathers of larger executive or business-owner standing; and in 
the CIO there is a 2 per cent contingent who come from free 
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professional families. These are all classified with the free enter- 
prisers. 

In order to compare the occupations of the fathers of the labor 
leaders with the occupations of the general population, we would 
have to know the occupational distribution of all men who were 
fathers during the average census year when the labor leaders 
were ten or twelve years old. The closest approximation is the 
occupations of adult males as of 1910. Here is that comparison: 


1910 


Occupations 

u.s. 



of fathers: 

MALES 

AFL 

CIO 

Free enterprise 

28% 

88% 

32* 

New middle class 

13 

8 

7 

Wage worker 

59 

59 

61 

Total cases 

. . . 29,926,007 

198 

158 


These differences are negligible. The occupational origins of the 
labor leaders appear to be almost identical with the gross occu- 
pational distribution of the American male population. Certainly 
the labor leaders are from the working class in just about the pro- 
portions as the population at large. There is, however, a slight 
tendency for the old middle class to have produced more labor 
leaders than its quota, and for the new middle class of white- 
collar people— in 1910, at its beginnings— to have produced less 
than its quota. 

The labor leaders of wage-worker origin are of higher status 
than the 1910 wage workers at large: 



1910 



Wage-worker 

U.S. 



fathers: 

MALES 

AFL 

CIO 

Foremen and skilled 

14% 

37% 

34% 

Semi-skilled and unskilled 

29 

14 

18 

Rural workers ... 

. , 16 

8 

9 

Total wage workers 

.... 59% 

59% 

61% 
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The proportion of labor leaders who derive from the foremen 
and skilled labor level is much greater than that of the male 
population who held skilled labor jobs in 1910. 

In all these respects, the AFL leaders do not dilfer markedly 
from the leaders of the CIO. Nor are there great differences in 
origin among the various levels of leadership within each organ- 
izatiorf. In view of the great age and educational differences 
between leaders of the two organizations, this is rather remark- 
able. The only differences in origin occur within the CIO: slightly 
more of its national leaders come from the new middle class, 
especially oflSce and sales workers, and slightly fewer from wage 
workers, than is true of the state and city leaders. 

The labor leaders are of lowly origin, but they do not come 
from the lowest sector of the population, the rural and the un- 
skilled urban WQ^ers. Nor do they come in great proportions 
from the old middle class. They are the sons of skilled workers 
and small businessmen and farmers. They are, in an unkindly 
phrase, "petty bourgeois” in origin. 

The only figures available on the occupational origins of busi- 
nessmen, which might be comparable with these facts, were taken 
as of the year 1928. In so far as they have changed during the 
intervening decade and a half, they have undoubtedly changed 
in the direction of the inference we shall make. Even allowing for 
substantial errors, they clearly point to wide differences in occu- 
pational origin of labor leaders and business leaders. 

These businessmen were a top group, and therefore our com- 
parison should be made with the national labor leaders. Such 
comparison reveals that 56 per cent of the business leaders, but 
only 21 per cent of the national labor leaders, were from the 
business classes, and that the businesses of the labor leaders' 
fathers were smaller. Thirteen per cent of the business leaders 
but only 1 or 2 per cent of the national labor leaders came from 
professional homes; and whereas only 11 per cent of the business- 
men originated on the wage-worker level, some 58 per cent of 
the labor leaders did. 
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Before the Union 

The occupational level of an individuars family sets his gen- 
eral life chances; in particular, it strongly conditions whether he 
continues in school or gets a job; and in the latter case, it sets 
the level of that first job. The labor leaders, considering their 
relatively low origins, have a high level of formal schooling. They 
are better educated than the adult male population of the U.S.: 
66 per cent of the AFL and 80 per cent of the CIO, but only 
39 per cent of the adult male population in 1910, have had high 
school or higher education. 

The labor leaders of higher origin have more formal schooling 
than those of lower origin. For example, 52 per cent of the CIO 
leaders from higher occupational levels completed high school, 
compared with 22 per cent of the CIO leaders from lower occu- 
pational origin. 

In some two out of ten cases, national labor leaders attained 
their education by what appears to be a sharp struggle. Over 
half of this 20 per cent are high school men, the remainder gram- 
mar school graduates. Many of them went to night schools, many 
took correspondence school courses, mainly in white-collar sub- 
jects such as bookkeeping; others attended business colleges of 
one sort or another where they undoubtedly were exposed to the 


same type of white-collar skills. 

This educational striving jgjy before 
does not seem to be immedi- union post: afl cio 

ately reflected in the usual oc- p^ee enterprisers . 9% 4% 

cupations of the labor leaders New middle class . 18 18 

before they went into the la- workers 73 78 

bor unions. Only 18 per cent 

of the leaders were in white- 


collar work, divided almost equally between lower salaried pro- 
fessional positions and oflBce and salesmen work. Very few have 
ever been independent entrepreneurs of farms or businesses. The 
great bulk— seven or eight out of ten— were wage workers before 
they became union oflScials. 
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The labor leaders were, however, better educated than the men 
beside them in the shops. Moreover, a good number of them 
were of higher origin than most wage workers. There are no sig- 
nificant over-all differences between the CIO and the AFL lead- 


ers in these respects, but there is a difference in the type of wage 
work in which the leaders of the two blocs were engaged: 


More of the leaders in the 
CIO than in the AFL were on 
the semi-skilled and unskilled 
levels, and fewer on the fore- 
man and skilled levels. This 
corresponds to the composi- 
tion of the unions within 
each bloc. This organizational 


Jab before 



union post: 

AFL 

CIO 

Foremen and skilled 

60% 

47% 

Semi-skilled and un- 



skilled 

13 

28 

Rural workers 


3 

Total wage workers 

75% 

78% 


fact also explain^^why more AFL men worked as independent 
contractors in various trades. Back of the organizational selection 


lie the differences in age between the two sets of leaders and 
the changing composition of the U.S. working class as a whole: 
since the AFL men are older and have been in trade union work 


longer, their pre-union careers occurred during a period when 


there was a higher proportion of skilled labor at work, and when 
trade unions were more likely to be composed of skilled work- 


men. 

Even discounting educational differences, more CIO than AFL 
leaders followed semi-skilled and unskilled work: thus among 
high school graduates, 25 per cent of the CIO and 9 per cent of 
the AFL have a semi-skilled or unskilled job in their pre-union 
histories. 

A better education did not make the labor leaders entrepre- 
neurs or foremen, but it did take them out of the shop into the 
white-collar world. Thus no more of the higher-educated than 
of the lower became enterprisers; and among the several grades 
of workmen, it is the less- rather than the more-educated who 
attained the level of higher skill. 

There are no marked differences in the usual pre-union occu- 
pations among the different levels of union leadership. In the 
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AFL, slightly more of the national and state leaders were fore- 
men and skilled workmen than is the case with the city heads. 
In the CIO, this is true of the state, but not of the national lead- 
ers. More of the CIO national heads worked for a time at profes- 
sional jobs than did any other group of leaders: 23 per cent, as 
compared with 7 per cent of the national AFL leaders. 

If we combine the level of the pre-union job with the level of 
origin, we are able to get an over-all picture of the labor leaders* 
beginnings. The CIO and AFL leaders on all levels of leadership 
are almost identical in this respect: 

Occupational origins: 


FATHER 

SON 

AFL 

CIO 

Higher 

.... Higher 

. . . 12% 

10* 

Higher 

.... Wage worker .... 

... 24 

23 

Wage worker . , . 

.... Higher 

. .. 13 

12 

Wage worker 

. . .Wage worker 

51 

55 

Total cases 


189 

146 


About one-half of the leaders were wage workers themselves 
before beginning their union careers, and had fathers who were 
wage workers. Approximately one-tenth of the leaders worked, 
as did their fathers, in non-wage-worker jobs— white collar, small 
business, and small farmers. 

Between these two extremes of origin, one-tenth of the leaders 
were born to wage-working fathers but were white-collar em- 
ployees or small businessmen before their union careers. They 
seem to have been on their way up before entering the labor 
union hierarchy. 

Finally, the fathers of approximately one-fourth of the leaders 
had non-wage-working jobs, but their sons* primary pre-union 
occupation was that of wage worker. These somewhat declassed 
leaders, as shall be shown later, are likely to be politically in- 
surgent. 

As one would expect, these careers correlate with educational 
chances: 70 per cent of the AFL leaders whose fathers were not 
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wage workers, and who themselves were not wage workers before 
joining the union, went through high school or beyond, as com- 
pared with 32 per cent of those AFL leaders whose fathers were 
wage workers and who themselves had pre-union wage-working 
experience. The corresponding figures for the CIO leaders are 
87 per cent and 38 per cent. 

Most labor leaders held jobs in the trade or industry with 
which they were later to deal as union officials. They do not 
appear to have taken these jobs merely to become union mem- 
bers and thus to make their careers in the unions. There is, how- 
ever, another career pattern: before they became union officials 
of any kind, some labor leaders held jobs, mostly white-collar, 
higher in the social scale than those organized by the unions 
they were later ^ lead. In both organizations, this white-collar 
pattern is slightly more frequent among the state officials than 
among the officers of the internationals, among secretaries than 
among presidents. The experience is closely associated with edu- 
cational struggle and with college education: half of the labor 
leaders on national and state levels who were white-collar work- 
ers are college men. 

This pre-union career involving white-collar jobs and/or educa- 
tional struggle may take two formal paths: (1) A man may take a 
job in a local of some trade union that has organized workers 
below the level of his occupation. Because of union rules, he will 
usually take a job in the shop in order to have the employment 
record necessary to become a union member. This labor link 
in his white-collar career is ritualistic. Some younger men who 
were unemployed white-collar workers during the Thirties took 
laboring jobs from need, and then went into labor union work. 
(2) A man who has been working as a skilled laborer and has 
never held any other type of job may struggle to rise from the 
ranks of labor into a white-collar position. The years during 
which he struggled for education and better jobs, as well as the 
character of those experiences and of his occupational origin, do 
not indicate that he was bent primarily upon a union career. Yet 
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this upward struggle was eventually channeled into a trade union 
hierarchy. 

Beginning Points 

The labor leader may begin his union career as a business-like 
man, a political man, or a disgruntled working man. 

Throughout the history of the American labor movement, the 
third way has been and still is dominant: a man of plain wage- 
worker origin begins work as a wage worker and rises out of the 
ranks and up the union hierarchy. He may take this route be- 
cause of a militancy aroused by frustrated ambition or by an 
upsurge of indignation. Many of America’s older labor leaders, 
in fact, began their career by being fired for their union ideas. 
They answered back in the only way open to them during certain 
economic periods— by fighting for or even by founding local labor 
unions. But a generalized rebel spirit or an ideological buttress 
certainly is not necessary to the labor leader s actions. A service- 
able ideology can be picked up along the way; often speeches by 
labor leaders contain much rough-hewn rhetoric and little else. 

In the decades before the first World War, and again during 
the great slump, socialist orientation was an important starting 
point for many union careers. Ideological adherence to some set 
of leftward ideas automatically led to a labor leader career; re- 
gardless of the brand of political ideas, almost every leftward 
group has looked upon the unions as instruments of political 
struggle. In this ideological pattern, a man might enter the shop 
with the deliberate intention of becoming a leader of its workers; 
under this impulse, he might either attempt to found a union if 
none existed or to work his way up in any union already there. 

An opposite career-beginning developed perhaps more fre- 
quently during the Thirties than previously. Men of some educa- 
tion and background saw the union career as a good proposition. 
They were white-collar people of various sorts and aspirations, 
but in the economic squeeze of the Thirties, were forced into 
shops and factories. Once there, they saw two ways up; the route 
of the foreman to a management job or the more perilous but in 
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many ways more promising route of the labor leader. Some may 
also have had ideological convictions, not necessarily more left 
than those of pure and simple unionism as practiced during the 
era of the New Deal. There were, in addition, men who raised 
enough capital to open an oflBce in the union business. 

In the reality of given cases, ideological and business motives 
are aWvays mixed. It is a question of emphasis; in the trade union 
world there are men who have practical careers in ideology just 
as there are men who cultivate ambitious convictions. Personal 
motive and public reason often coincide with opportunity in 
such a way as to make most diflBcult any real untangling of the 
three. David Dubiiisky, for instance, or Julius Hochman "went 
into the shop with the vaguely contradictory ambition of leading 
the workers toward ‘emancipation’ while saving enough money 
to study medicine or law.” One thing that Dubinsky didn’t want 
to become—although he had the opportunity— was a small cloth- 
ing manufacturer. 

William Green, whose parents were English miners and fol- 
lowers of Keir Hardie s "Christian Socialism,” belonged to the 
socialist opposition within the AFL before the first World War. 
He was an organization man, that is, he was part of the miners’ 
organization, which was part of the opposition. His rhetorical 
talents and this vaguely socialist background undoubtedly in- 
creased his motives for becoming a labor leader. After he was 
in, it has been said, he "rose in the world by standing still.” Yet 
the little motors of ambition are laboring away in the trade union 
world, as in every other occupational and leadership hierarchy. 

Between ideological urge and personal business-like ambition 
in the career-line of a labor leader, it is not at all unlikely that a 
shift has occurred, in accordance with the decline of the socialist 
movement in the United States. Entering the unions out of a 
belief in some political idea is primarily a nineteenth-century 
phenomenon, although it carried over into the twentieth. The 
business-like pattern is probably more typical of the 1932-47 era 
of union history. 
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Career-lines 

Whatever his original motives, a man may become a leader 
of some rank by: (1) creating a union himself; (2) being elected 
by his shopmates to a local union post, either that of shop stev^ard 
or directly to a local office; or (3) being appointed organizer or 
business agent by a national or local organization, and from that 
appointed position climbing up via a series of elections. 

The majority of the labor leaders began their union career on 
the local level, as shop stewards and then local officers, or simply 
as elected local officers. Only a handful of leaders began their 
careers in their present offices. Here are the answers to our ques- 
tion, "What was your first job in any trade union organization?*^ 
classified by the level of the present job: 

AFL, CIO 


Union careers: Natl State City Natl State City 

Started in present 


rank 

14% 

16% 

17% 

9% 

17% 

5% 

Up from the local 

61 

57 

68 

52 

51 

78 

Up from organizer 

23 

22 

8 

33 

27 

11 

All others 

2 

5 

7 

6 

5 

6 

Total cases 

51 

37 

98 

33 

41 

84 


Most of the leaders on all three levels began as heads of locals 
or as local committeemen. But a second starting point is impor- 
tant, especially among national and state officers : an appointment 
to the job of organizer. 

On the national level of leadership, 14 per cent of the AFL 
and 9 per cent of the CIO leaders began in their present rank; 
a great many of these founded the unions they now head. There 
does not seem to be much movement from the city and the state 
lineup to the national. The local is the primary starting point 
for the city, state, and national hierarchies, but once a man enters 
the city or state organizations, apparently he is less likely to go 
on to the national headquarters. These figures correspond to the 
vocational idea current in labor unions that state offices are often 
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places of derailment. The national leaders either begin nationally 
or rise from the locals without going through state offices. 

More CIO leaders on both the national and state levels began 
as appointed organizers than did the leaders on the same levels 
in the AFL. The AFL has a slightly more rigid hierarchy of 
promotion than has the CIO, and the CIO is a good deal more 
centralized. In both organizations the career begins at the bot- 
tom, but in the AFL it is more apt to follow the route up via 
elections. 

This difference between the AFL and CIO, especially in regard 
to the proportions who began as appointed organizers, not only 
reflects the fact that success in the CIO rests somewhat more 
upon organizing skill, but it also reflects and illustrates the rise 
of the white-collar career. 

In the older AFL unions, only 5 per cent of the leaders with 
entrepreneurial or white-collar backgrounds began as appointed 
national organizers as compared with some 16 per cent of those 
with wage-worker background. In the CIO, however, 26 per cent 
of the leaders with white-collar jobs prior to their union careers 
began as national organizers as against 16 per cent of those hav- 
ing wage-worker backgrounds. This is not only a difference be- 
tween the CIO and the AFL; it is a shift in union career-lines 
as well. The better-educated man with a white-collar background 
now tends to enter the field as an appointed organizer. Of course, 
such power as he acquires through elections is gained by his or- 
ganizing talents, and in this respect he is jusLlike the other domi- 
nant career type: the man who begins by being elected as a 
shop steward or local officer must also organize in order to win 
elections. 

This shift in the beginning point of union careers, and the 
increased frequency of a white-collar link in the career of the 
CIO national leaders, point to the growth of bureaucracy in the 
labor union world. 


Twenty or 30 years ago, the organizer came from the ranks, 
or was drawn by a national organization from among successful 
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local leaders. Sometimes workers who had been discharged for 
union activity from jobs in the plants were hired as organizers 
and placed in other locals. What training the organizer had was 
empirical or handed down to him as a rule-of-thumb. But during 
the Thirties, when legal frameworks had to be attended to, organ- 
izing problems became more technical; an organizer had to have 
some training. Lore and simple experience were not enough. 
Business had its training courses for salesmen; during the Thir- 
ties, labor unions began to develop training schools for organizers. 

The typical organizer is still of the older sort, however, and 
his career begins in the local. Unions are still more like patronage 
machines than streamlined bureaucracies. This fact probably 
affects the organizers or international representatives more than 
any other category of personnel. In at least one big union in the 
CIO, there are three types of organizers: 

I. Men to whom a job is given as a political pay-off, usually 
former local officials who were loyal to the national executive 
but were ousted from their elected post during a political re- 
shuffie. Quite often these men are rather useless as organizers, 
and they can only do little jobs for the official to whom they are 
attached. Yet the official feels a moral political obligation to them 
even when he cannot depend upon them. 

II. The inner circle surrounding a national officer, men who 
are considered wholly dependable and who form the cadre of 
the machine of the national leader, promoting his security of 
position. In unions that are split at the top, each of the cliques 
may have a set of such organizers. They prepare the vote of the 
locals assigned to them and do the political maneuvering neces- 
sary to keep conventions and appointments in line. 

ni. Organizers who specialize in initiating and maintaining or- 
ganizations of various kinds within the union world. They see 
their job as that of a professional, and often they have salaried 
professional backgrounds. They may deplore the politics in their 
work or that of their colleagues, but they will play along when 
it is necessary. Because unions are not strict bureaucracies, but 
are run by patriarchs according to patronage, there is a strong 
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tendency for the trained organizer also to become a machine 
politician. 

Virtually all routes to trade union leadership start in the locals; 
regardless of the particular career pattern which he has followed, 
the trade union leader is a man who has climbed a long way. 
Considering his occupational origin and the character and extent 
of his ^education, he finds the top-flight trade union post a perch 
of success. And in the American vocabulary, success means 
money. 

Incomes 

Money is both the great equalizer and the great differentiator. 
The national leaders of labor make a good deal more money than 
do the wage workers they lead but a good deal less than the 
corporation execistives and businessmen with whom they bargain. 
When the president of the United Automobile Workers sits across 
the table from the president of General Motors, ten thousand 
dollars a year is confronting four hundred fifty-nine thousand 
dollars a year. 

The highest salary paid to any CIO official is paid to Murray 
as president of the Steel Workers: $20,000 per year. The two 
highest in the AFL are the $30,000 paid to Daniel Tobin, presi- 
dent of the Teamsters, and to his general secretary. It is said 
that Petrillo of the AFL Musicians now receives $20,000 from 
the national union and $20,000 from his Chicago local. The lowest 
salary is probably the $2,400 received by the president of the 
CIO’s Stone Workers Union. But figures showing how many 
labor leaders receive salaries on the various levels of pay matter 
more than these random accounts. 

Sixty-six per cent of the presidents of 62 international unions, 
according to a survey made in 1944, received less than $9,500 a 
year; 50 per cent of these received between $4,500 and $9,499. 
AFL presidents seem to receive slightly higher salaries than do 
those in the CIO; 37 per cent of the AFL and 24 per cent of the 
CIO receive over $9,500. 

Of the other general oflBcers of the unions— the secretaries, 
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treasurers, vice-presidents, and general organizers— in 1944 67 per 
cent received less than $7,500 a year. Among these men there is 
a great diiBEerence in the salaries paid by the AFL and CIO; 41 
per cent of the AFL and 22 per cent of the CIO officers received 
over $7,500 a year. 

The officers of local unions are paid very little, considering the 
magnitude of their jobs. A study of 350 local unions during the 
latter phase of the recent war revealed that less than half had 
full-time paid officers. In the 84 cases for which we have infor- 
mation, 35 per cent of the full-time paid officers were paid either 
the highest regular rate in the trade or the rate of a foreman. 
Only 18 per cent of the locals paid from $90 to $125 per week, 
the highest level. Thus, even where the local officers are on full- 
time salaries, their salaries are not much higher than those of the 
workers, except that they are paid every week in the year and 
do not do manual work. The local labor leader is usually ideo- 
logically interested in his job or ambitious about the status and 
influence it affords him among his ex-coworkers. 

Yet, as a first rung on a ladder, the local union office does hold 
out to the wage worker the possibility of higher income. Since 
the early Thirties, there has often been more chance for a capable 
man to raise hi^ income by entering the union hierarchy than by 
struggling for a foremanship. And foremanship is increasingly 
a dead-end job, while the local union post serves as a channel 
for further ascent. 

The popular impression that union officers are drawing fabu- 
lous salaries is erroneous, just as is the idea that only economic 
interests impel the labor leader to his work. 

There is little or no relation between union aggressiveness and 
rate of pay for labor leaders, nor is there much relation between 
the size of the union and the rate of pay to officers. Heads of 
some of the largest unions receive lower salaries than heads of 
smaller unions. How much the leader gets is often a touchy 
matter at conventions, and leaders have been known to volun- 
tarily lower their remuneration for political purposes within the 
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union. There is little if any correlation between the salaries paid 
the top oflBcers of a union and the level of skill the members of 
the union possess. For instance, the Machinists and Typogra- 
phers pay their leaders less than the Longshoremen. 

Nor is there any doubt about this: the salaries for top men in 
the AFL are higher than in the CIO; the salaries for local officers 
are seldom very much above the level of earnings in the trade 
or industry organized; the typical salaries of the national labor 
leaders are well above the level of earnings of the union members 
and well below their counterparts in the management hierarchy. 

A study of 264 top corporation executives revealed that even in 
1935 the average (median) salary received was $61,200 per year. 
Note that our union president figures are for 1944, when salaries 
were generally a good deal higher than in the 1935 depression 
year. 

But this is salary alone: the business executive usually owns 
some of his company’s stock. The 264 top executives who had a 
median salary of $61,200 held an average of $90,000 worth of 
stock. The industrial chieftains held an average of $298,700. 

The salaries of big business executives are more stable and 
secure than are stock dividends or factory payrolls. Thus, if 1929 
is used to equal 100, executive compensation reached a low of 70 
in 1932; the dividends of the year stood at 32, factory payrolls 
at 36, the average weekly earnings of employed workers at 60; 
and many of the workers were unemployed. 

Styles of Life 

In 1925, Mother Jones, one of labors romantic figures, wrote: 
^‘Many of our modern leaders of labor have wandered far from 
the thorny paths of these early crusaders. Never in the early days 
of the labor struggle would you find leaders wining and dining 
with the aristocracy; nor did their wives strut about like diamond- 
bedecked peacocks; nor were they attended by humiliated, cring- 
ing, colored servants. . . . 

"The rank and file have let their servants become their masters 
and dictators. The workers have now to fight not alone their 
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exploiters but likewise their own leaders, who often betray them, 
who sell them out, who put their own advancement ahead of that 
of the working masses, who make the rank and file political 
pawns.” 

An apologist for one union, wishing to attack the leader of 
another, says that the older workers “think of him not as a leader 
of labor, but as a man who has risen to the presidency of the 
Amalgamated Clothing Workers as one might rise to the presi- 
dency of the National City Bank.'' Or, as an old-time cloak maker 
is quoted as saying, “Dubinsky grew out of the movement and 
Hillman was never in it. He worked at pants for a couple of 
months and then he became right away a statesman." 

The cry that the union leader gets to be “too far above us” is 
constant in any organization of next-to-the-bottom people. Yet 
there is pretty good evidence that the workers themselves do 
not mind particularly the style of life of their labor leaders. In 
fact, in pre-World War I days, several labor racketeers were 
acclaimed, in part, for parading their new wealth. It is said that 
oflBcial labor circles boasted that John Mitchell, president of the 
United Mine Workers, was treated as a social equal by Carnegie, 
Hanna, Belmont, and other robber barons. This, they claimed, 
gave tone to the labor movement. They did not question how 
Mitchell had amassed $250,000 in the labor business. 

Nevertheless, during these same days or shortly thereafter, 
Morris Sigman, then president of the ILGWU, lived with his 
wife in a “furnished room with the barest standards of comfort.” 
And Andrew Furuseth, president of the Seamen's Union, “lived 
most of his life in dingy hotel rooms and ate in cheap diners.” 
There have been, and there doubtless are, both types; but the 
typical style of life of the national labor leader today is like that 
of any middle-class businessman in an urban area. 

The national and, to a lesser extent, the state leaders not only 
make a higher average income than the rank and file, but on the 
whole their income is more secure and more regular. Long tenure 
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of oflBce means security on a higher level of income, and way of 
life is related to security and regularity of income. 

The national labor leader is a public figure, which means that 
in his style of living he has both a private life and a public one, 
and in this public role, be has broad daily contacts. The average 
wage worker has a hmited contact with the world. As David 
Dubinsky has said: the workers’ "existence is all routine and 
headaches, and it’s apt to contribute very little to personal 
growth. In my job I meet all sorts of people— government offi- 
cials, labor leaders from every corner of the world, politicians, 
businessmen, journalists. That is what opportunity is all about- 
being able to touch the world at many points.” 

This segregation of the leader from the led continues through 
every phase of the union organization’s life. It is well known 
that unions in the course of their history generally pass first 
through a fighting ajjd organizing stage and then through a con- 
tract administration phase. In the first phase, the leader is a gen- 
eral; in the second, a contractor and administrator of labor. An 
effective general must have military powers and be able to give 
orders; giving orders involves some remoteness from those to 
whom the orders are given. No matter how many strikes the 
leader runs, how many mass meetings he organizes, or how 
often he is put in jail, he is still above the rank and file. He 
leads the strike, he addresses the mass meeting, he is singled out 
as the one important enough to be put in jail. 

When and if the union passes into the administrative stage, 
this segregation from the masses of the workers is much more 
obvious. The leader has left the shop completely; he sits at a 
desk, he travels and lives in hotels, he generally adopts a quieter 
manner, commensurate with office life. No matter how often he 
gets emotional catharsis and political effect from walking on a 
picket line, by virtue of the tasks his job more or less imposes 
upon him, he does become personally remote from the rank and 
file. 

Some labor leaders work hard to break down this remoteness; 
like party politicians, they try to know personally hundreds of 
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people in the organization; they have intimate, informal conver- 
sations with local leaders or members. Yet time becomes precious 
to an administrator, and probably no government, business, or 
mihtary executive works any harder or carries a bigger load than 
the labor leader. 

Two things begin to happen to the labor leaders: First, they 
become intimate with their own lieutenants and leaders and de- 
pend upon them for contact work. They become enclosed, as it 
were, by a circle of leaders. This means that they are more and 
more inaccessible to members of the rank and file. They hire 
people to be accessible for them. Second, there is a subjective 
change accompanying this enclosure of the leaders: they be- 
come aloof in the sense that people consult them about prob- 
lems rather than come to them with troubles. Personal intimacy 
is not possible; they become oflScials. 

This style of life and work has a political meaning closely tied 
to the personal changes. The labor leaders, having risen from 
the ranks, are self-made men. Self-made men often tend, even if 
unconsciously, to look down on those who have not succeeded. 
Yet to reach at least the first rung, the labor leader usually had 
to articulate a pro-worker ideology, and he has to keep talking 
that way. But as a labor leader, he gradually assumes more and 
more of what is called "sobering responsibility.” His contacts, 
along with the shift in his income and style of life, transform 
him from the out to the in group. 

What he said before his early elections were, after all, said 
"on his own.” Now he faces company ofiicials and labor leaders 
up the line or on his own level who hold him more or less to 
account. It is no longer simply the leader and the rank and file; 
he is now a member of a mature and responsible organization, 
which is to say, of a vested interest. To the old dialectic of the 
leader and the ranks there is added the labor organization and the 
business organization, and the oflBcials in both hierarchies. The 
labor leader acquires new mirrors in which to appraise his image 
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from the angle from which others see him, and perhaps to con- 
ceive new images of himself. 

It takes the young, spontaneous militant only a short time to 
realize that the rank and file can change its mind about leaders. 
But a machine can be permanent if a careful watch is kept for 
everyone in it. To build a machine and to keep it intact and to 
deliver what the rank and file wants—with that combination a 
man can be a success in the world of labor and pretty much 
ignore all the little knots of young militants who know nothing 
of responsibility. 

When the union is big and powerful enough to pay off and the 
economy is in working order, a machijie can hold a union to- 
gether and keep its leaders at the top. But when something goes 
wrong in the economy, then new leaders with other ideas are 
hkely to rise. 

This cycle of leadership is not a natural history in the sense 
that every union and every union s leadership must go through 
it. What disturbs it are general economic conditions. During 
slumps, especially when the rank and file are militant, leaders of 
labor must shift to more militant ways or gamble on losing their 
leadership. Democracy in the unions is like the democracy of 
some Latin-American countries : it often proceeds by upsurge and 
revolution rather than by smoothly operating democratic ma- 
chinery. 

The Heights Gained 

The labor leader, although typically of native American birth, 
begins life on a relatively low level of origin. His main pre-union 
occupation is also low-level; he is a wage worker in the industry 
with which he later deals as a labor oflBcial. His union career— 
whether he starts his own union, is appointed as an organizer, 
or is elected by the members— begins in his local at the bottom of 
the union hierarchy. From thence, there are two fairly segre- 
gated routes upward. One leads to the top of an international 
union, the other to the top of a state federation. 

There is a tendency, now, for another type of career pattern 
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to emerge. It involves only a short stop at the local and more 
back-and-forth movement between the local-to-intemational and 
local-to-state federation hierarchies. More crucially, it involves a 
white-collar link in the pre-union occupational career and an 
appointive link in the trade union career. The men whose careers 
embody this pattern tend to be well educated. 

This white-collar pattern will become more explicit if the need 
for a more specialized personnel in a more rationalized and cen- 
tralized labor union management is to be met. The master trends 
of the economy also facilitate such a bureaucratic career: the 
occupational structure is becoming more rigid; statistically speak- 
ing, it is becoming increasingly diflBcult for a bright young man 
from relatively low circumstances to climb above the position 
occupied by his father. 

The power and success of the leader within the unions depend 
upon organizing skill and machine politics. Organizing of all 
kinds is the royal road to power within the American unions. 
Whether the leader gets his first toe-hold by appointment or, as 
is more typical, by local elections, he must pass through electoral 
machines in order to rise. He must be politically sagacious. 

The men who now run the American labor unions are the 
end-products of a long process of American selection. They are 
the ones who had initiative and persistence. They have occupied 
one position after another; they have buckled down, climbed to 
the top, and stayed there. They are self-made men, in the con- 
ventional and misleading sense of that term, and they may be 
expected to display the associated psychological incapacities. 
In all, the American labor leaders have much in common with 
the mythical image of the American entrepreneur. 

The old-fashioned success story is now less true for business 
executives, only 10 per cent of whom came up from the bottom, 
than for labor leaders, 60 per cent of whom came up from the 
laboring ranks. Curran walked the docks in 1930, and rose to 
$7,800 a year in 1942. Reuther knocked around the world dur- 
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ing the early Thirties— and a few years later was in Washington 
helping to run the great war. 

More than the businessman of comparable power, the national 
labor leader has built up a business; his commodity is labor, and 
he bargains for its price. And yet, he personally doesn't make a 
profit out of his business-like transactions. If he gets 10 cents 
more an hour for 1,000,000 workers, his salary does not go up 
accordingly. Indeed, he might even be refused re-election the 
next year by those same 1,000,000 workers. The labor leader 
must be as much a politician as an entrepreneur, and sometimes, 
for short periods, must be much more than either. 

Ascent for the bright working-class boy, as well as for the 
educated middle-class youngster, has been of late more possible 
within labor union channels than within the hierarchies of busi- 
ness. This is not in respect to the absolute numbers involved, 
for there are mafify more business than union positions avail- 
able, but the proportion of men of lower occupational origin who 
are at the top of labor unions is much greater than those at the 
top of business (and governmental) concerns of comparable in- 
come and power. The union leaders attain these positions at 
younger ages and with smaller amounts of formal (expensive) 
education than do the business and governmental ofiicials. 

In many labor unions, even today, a higher education is not 
seen as an asset for the labor union career. But if present trends 
continue, the climb to success in unions will require a better 
education, and more able young men may be expected to follow 
the trade union route to positions of income in the three big 
places of power. At the present time, labor s leadership contains 
a greater proportion of the sons of laborers than any other group 
of comparable income on which statistical information is avail- 
able. Although existing information is meager, the CIO seems 
to have offered young men of working-class parents a faster 
road to a position of power than any other organization, except 
the armed forces, during the past decade. 
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CHAPTER SIX 


THE LIBERAL RHETORIC 


THE LABOR leader who has gained the heights becomes a labor 
spokesman; like other spokesmen, following the principle of 
expediency and searching for the main chance, he needs a Ipii- 
guage for his contacts with other spokesmen and for his curious 
relations with the American people. The language he speaks is 
the rhetoric of liberalism; without it he could not get along in 
the world of stiff collars and blue suits. 

The liberal rhetoric has become the medium of exchange 
among political, scholarly, business, and labor spokesmen. If all 
these men on the heights seem to be able to work together, it 
is partly because they speak the same language and partly be- 
cause one condition of their success is extensive use of the liberal 
rhetoric. 

Today we are witnessing the Pyrrhic victory of the liberal 
rhetoric; in the process of its great spread, it is being banalized. 
Yet for this very reason, the liberal rhetoric is useful: every 
spokesman can use it for any occasion. 

A moment occasionally comes, however, when the spokesman 
must comment upon some current misunderstanding among 
legislators and men of affairs. Then he is talking politics rather 
than chanting liberal formulas, and he must promise action 
rather than play his customary ritualistic role. 

The meaning of these specific stands is usually decently ob- 
scured by the liberal rhetoric which surrounds it. In fact, a new 
expert, the technician of ideology, is now needed in order to make 
clear what is in the mind of the spokesman. The rhetoric of 
liberalism is related neither to the specific stands taken nor to 
what might be happening outside the range of the spokesman's 
voice. As applied to business-labor relations, the liberal rhetoric 
is not so much a point of view as a social phenomenon. 

Ill 
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BusinesS’Labor Co-operation 

The key word in the liberal rhetoric is co-operation. Always 
there is the urgent and immediate need for increased co-opera- 
tion between businessmen and labor leaders. There is really no 
breach between business and labor; there is harmony, although, 
to be sure, it is sometimes disturbed by agents of bad will who 
lack the vision of the spokesman. 

The idea of natural harmony among the various interests of 
the economy is, of course, an article of faith drawn from eight- 
eenth-century economics. If everyone works solely for his own 
interest, his work will be in the interests of all— the poor and 
the rich, the Southerner and the Northerner, the businessman 
and the labor leader. 

The spokesmen have ceased paying explicit homage to this 
metaphysical basjs of their rhetoric, for no one believes it when 
it is stated so plainly. But these men have created other as- 
sumptions which, like great motifs, seem constantly to reappear 
in the rhetoric of liberalism. These themes, like that of benefi- 
cent self-interest, minimize conflict between business enterprises 
founded on private property and the propertyless men hired to 
work in these enterprises. 

According to the liberal rhetoric, the most important elements 
in the entire relationship of business and labor are the spokes- 
men themselves. Unlike some academic thinkers of the liberal 
center, the liberal spokesmen split the leaders from the led. 
Between the led on either side there is assumed to be a great 
area of constant and natural harmony. "‘Down at the grass roots,’* 
says a labor spokesman before a gathering of the American 
Legion, “far removed from the mighty sphere of politicians 
testing each wind, are the men, the laborers and managers, who 
work together every day, looking toward the same end. . . 

The cause of all the trouble is a small group of ""irresponsible 
leaders” on each side who force business and labor to wage 
their imaginary battles rather than allowing them to live as 
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proper neighbors side by side in industrial peace and American 
prosperity. 

The liberal-labor spokesmen, in unguarded moments, are in- 
clined to say that the troublemakers are the selfish, unscrupulous 
extremists of industry; the liberal business spokesmen say they 
are the willful, power-seeking extremists of labor. But the more 
balanced, tolerant, and visionary liberals in both camps emphati- 
cally assert that there are extremists in both camps, and every- 
one agrees that the solution to it all lies with these spoke^^men. 

On the side of business, the sophisticated conservatives will 
admit that there are a few extremists among their junior col- 
leagues on the practical right. On the labor side, the men on the 
heights will admit that there are a few extremists among local 
organizers entering new industries and among nink-and-file shop 
stewards. Both sets of higher spokesmen promise to do what 
they can to discipline such extremists so that the higher spokes- 
men can get together and solve their mutual problems in the 
light of harmonious reason. 

Their formula for industrial peace is simple. All that is needed 
is for the spokesmen to be mature and reasonable and above all 
responsible to their mutual obligations and public trust. For what 
the men down the line say is not really labor or business talking; 
it is only some extremists. At this point, the liberal rhetoric fre- 
quently works in terms of its ‘you, too'' formula. “Some unions," 
says a national oflScial of a union to a national organization of 
pro-business leanings, “have acted in a high-handed and dicta- 
torial manner," but so have some “unscrupulous industrialists." 
He goes on: “The only successful formula" for industrial peace 
“is better, closer relationships, confidence and mutual under- 
standing between those who speak for labor and capital." For 
“. . . peace in industry is based on good will, understanding, 
and mutual respect." That is the formula for industrial peace. 

The liberal rhetoric personalizes and moralizes business-labor 
relations. It does not talk of any contradiction of interests but of 
highly placed persons, and of the presence or absence among 
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them of moral traits. Two such traits are stressed: "good wiir 
and "intelligence.” If only the spokesmen for both sides were 
uniformly men of good will and if only they were intelligent, then 
there would be no breach between the interests of the working 
people and those of the managers of property. If only the spokes- 
men had enough intelligence to practice the Golden Rule on one 
anotjier, there would be harmony. 

There is a tendency for the labor spokesmen to stress intelli- 
gence over good will, and for the business spokesmen to stress 
moral good will above intelligence, although the true liberal 
in either camp stresses each indiscriminately. Thus a manage- 
ment consultant writes, "A fault)^ system of social and infor- 
mational intercourse between the two groups emerges as the real 
villain. Success in the democratic, reasonable solution of group 
disputes rests on the ability to temporarily view the problem 
through the oth^r fellow’s eyes. Only in this way is it possible to 
distinguish real disagreement from emotionally biased, prejudice- 
created, and imaginary battles.” And a labor chief explains to a 
large gathering of union delegates: "I merely say that to prevent 
strikes should be our goal. . . . There will be strikes from time 
to time, for there will be instances where nothing but strikes 
can bring labor and management together and clear the air so 
understandings can be reached. This is true because we of labor 
are human and prone to misjudgments, and so are the humans 
who comprise management, and who own capital.” Strikes are 
instruments of increasing co-operation and are due to the per- 
sonal failings of "humans.” 

During wars, the spokesmen find ready at hand the national- 
ist words with which to clothe their reasons for their co-opera- 
tion. Patriotism spills over easily into the arena of business-labor 
co-operation. The spokesmen borrow it to quell trouble in the 
ranks, and labor becomes part of the great compromised inclu- 
sion. But war passes, and with it the alliances it fostered. Then, 
lest extremists again rise to plague industrial harmony, new goals 
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for business-labor co-operation are created or old ones are re- 
furbished by the spokesmen. 

The liberal rhetoric provides both the positive and negative 
goals. The major positive goals are the retention of the public’s 
confidence in the spokesmen, the maintenance of free private 
enterprise, and the advancement of American prosperity. Along 
^vith these goes the maintenance of the absolute value of indus- 
trial stability, not of any particular type of stability but stability 
in general. 

Business and labor must co-operate because of our "mutual 
interests in the welfare of America” say a dozen spokesmen all 
at once. More specifically, says one, "because the public is caught 
in the middle of any struggle we have, and we, as liberals, must 
co-operate in their behalf.” "Democracy,” says the president of 
a progressive union, "is possible only in a society of free enter- 
prise, and trade unionism can live only in a democracy.” The 
labor leader and the businessman are "co-custodians of American 
prosperity,” says the regional head of a union, who is echoed 
by a prominent business economist, who recently wrote a book 
subtitled, "How Can Business Leaders Save Private Enterprise?” 
which includes labor leaders among the business leaders. 

For many of the spokesmen, there is an urgent negative rea- 
son, as pertinent for the labor leader as for the business leader, 
both of whom, like all spokesmen, believe in job security: unless 
there is co-operation, the radicals will take over. Who the radi- 
cals are is not usually specified by the fellow-travelers of the 
Communist Party; but to anti-CP liberals and to businessmen at 
large, radical means Communist. 

No spokesman believes that labor spokesmen and business 
spokesmen must fight each other; they must co-operate together 
against both vindictive labor laws and radicals and crackpots. 
Only the extremists want a fight to the finish, and among the 
extremists none are so extreme as the radicals. The radicals, as 
well as the business extremists—those who want to suppress the 
labor spokesmen— are, as one spokesman says, "frightening new 
members” into extreme positions "daily by pointing to the other. 
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and if they have their way, we may yet see an entirely unneces- 
sary internal struggle between each man and his neighbor/" 

In the hberal vision, if the labor leader is not to be an extremist 
and a radical, he must be responsible to the great American pub- 
lic as well as to his own union members. He must sometimes 
discipline the members of his own union, even as a businessman 
must discipline the people who work for him. A scholarly spokes- 
man, writing on autocracy in union government, comments, ‘‘We 
need to bear in mind that undiluted democracy is no answer to 
the problem, and that where discipline is sacrificed to rank-and- 
file rule, the union will fail to play its proper role in industrial 
relations or to maintain adequate discipline.” In disciplining 
radicals and extremists who stir up the rank and file, the labor 
leader is upholding the liberal goals of labor-management co- 
operation, his position in the world created by his rhetoric, his 
job in the untdn, and the position of the businessman in the 
American system. 

Co-operation, of which the liberal rhetoric makes so much, 
involves power. There is a great range of possible power relations 
between business and labor. At one extreme, private business has 
the power to deal as it will and as the law allows with each in- 
dividual worker, and each worker has exactly the strength that is 
in his own back. At the other, organized workers have the power 
to take full charge of the total productive equipment, ousting 
the businessman completely as a parasitic growth on the wheels 
of production. 

In the United States today, approximately two-thirds of the 
business-labor relations exemplify the first extreme: the workers 
are not organized and they bargain individually with their em- 
ployers. The other one-third— those in the union— are in between 
the two positions but closer to the second extreme. Unionized 
workers are the aristocrats of labor in whose name labor spokes- 
men co-operate with business spokesmen. 

Within this labor aristocracy, there are now two types: the 
trade aristocracy which during the 50 years prior to the latter 
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Thirties was dominant, and the industrial aristocracy, which since 
1935 has become almost as large as the first. 

The Aristocracy of Labor, I 

The trade aristocracy of labor has, throughout its long history, 
accepted and practiced the types of co-operation required by 
business unionism. 

There is a basic aflSnity between business unionism and other 
forms of business enterprise. If they struggle with one another, 
it is more like competition between two business enterprises than 
a clash of basic interest. It is only that both wish to do as well 
in a business way as they can, which is to say that under the aegis 
of the AFL, business unionism has been as American as business 
enterprise itself. 

This brand of unionism is not an evangelical movement of 
classes but a business-like operation, based on a business-like 
idea, and put into practice by business-hke men. These men have 
simply applied the philosophy of the business community to the 
restricted skilled-labor market. They have become labor s entre- 
preneurs. 

The older business unionist does not see the relation of busi- 
ness and labor in terms of class, as do the independent and far 
left, nor in terms of the public, as does the liberal center. He 
sees the relation in terms of a market for the particular craft 
he represents, just as a businessman selling bricks sees the mar- 
ket as oriented around the price of his bricks. 

The aim of the business unionist has been pure and simple: 
to force the employer to pay dearly for his members" labor by 
organizing a union having monopolistic control of a particular 
skill. He does not assume any responsibility for eflBcient produc- 
tion. Like the old-style competitive businessman, whose historical 
shadow he is, the business unionist pursues his particular narrow 
interests with no thought for the interests of society or even for 
his own industry, much less for workers as a class. He has always 
been ready and willing to co-operate with some businessmen 
against other businessmen, other workers, and the community. 
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The kind of solidarity of workmen needed by the business 
unionists is that of a craft within a local labor market. Yet even 
in the simplest craft union situation, the scope of co-operation 
which business needs to secure monopoly tends to enlarge the 
basis of the solidarity. The typical union becomes an amalgama- 
tion of crafts within a local area. Each union leader, as it were, 
becomes a vice-president in an amalgamated company which 
works for the bread-and-butter interests of all its craftsmen. 
Co-operation is no longer with individual enterprises, but with 
the trade association of employers. 

In 1897, the Carpenters Union in Chicago made a business- 
like agreement with the employers’ association of that city 
whereby the union, in return for a closed shop and other stand- 
ard union goals, agreed to prevent its craftsmen from working for 
non-members of the employers’ association. This was called col- 
lusion and a business-labor racket. Today such agreements do 
not exclude any ei^ployers who will meet union terms; the co- 
operation is now on a larger scale and is acclaimed as an ex- 
ample of business-labor statesmanship by the President of the 
United States. 

The sun of business unionism did not set in 1929 along with 
the market capitalism it expressed. Its animus continues on a 
larger scale. For now, like the business community, labor must 
think in broader social terms, relating itself to society and the 
state in a co-operative way. 

The Aristocracy of Labor, 11 

Co-operation between business and labor is not entirely due 
to the dominance of the liberal rhetoric or to human relations 
among the spokesmen. With the upsurge of a new aristocracy of 
labor—the industrial workers in the ClO—the type of co-opera- 
tion has changed. 

By the middle Thirties, the world of business and labor was 
different in many respects from what it was in 1900. The busi- 
nesses of America had come together in huge empires of money 
and power, and, at a slower rate, the unions had also finally 
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moved into the areas of mass industrial monopoly. The unions 
grew big, not nearly so big as businesses, but five times their 
size at the beginning of the depression. 

This new industrial aristocracy now needed a new ideology, 
which had to be in line with the liberal rhetoric. This was not 
diflBcult: the liberal rhetoric is highly adaptable. Like their older 
colleagues, the new unionists believe that class struggles and all 
other forms of bitterness are wholly due to a simple failure of 
intelligence on one side or both. They do not want to be respon- 
sible for such eccentricities so they draw up highly intelligent 
plans. Being younger and better educated than trade unionists, 
they can spell out the rhetoric into a more explicit ideology. 

To the view that the interests of labor and business are com- 
plementary rather than contradictory, the industrial unionists 
add that labor and business must co-operate in the actual process 
of production and in the conduct of the political economy as a 
whole. To insure peaceful plants and profitable enterprises in a 
stable economy, the leaders of labor will deliver a responsible, 
which is to say, a well-disciplined, union of contented workers 
in return for a junior partnership in the productive process, se- 
curity for the union, and higher wages for the workers of the 
industry. 

In the economy as a whole, they believe that ‘The principal 
groups in our free society should get together and solve their 
mutually dependent problems.” Not only are the workers and 
the bosses in each plant conceived as partners, but the working 
class as a whole is to be considered tlie partner of the business 
community. 

The employers should not be led, says Philip Murray, by 
“men stupefied by class dogma,” but rather by “economic states- 
men. Similarly, we need labor organizations that will not merely 
advance the interests of particular groups of labor, but will re- 
gard the interests of the industry as a whole, including the 
workers, and of the economy.” So runs the liberal rhetoric of the 
new industrial union spokesman. 

As the old citywide business-labor pacts were aimed at secur- 
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ing an effective monopoly over the labor supply and the services 
or commodities market of the city, so today, union-management 
co-operation is aimed at securing an effective stabilization of the 
productive relations of the entire industry within the national 
economy. Craft selfishness on a local basis is replaced by indus- 
trial solidarity on a regional or national basis. The co-operative 
aristocracy of industry would rationalize production without so- 
cializing it. Their unionization promises, according to their ideol- 
ogy, \o be a further agent of the private bureaucratization that 
is the main trend among business corporations themselves. 

If the corporations can achieve a stable bureaucratic basis 
without labor unions they will certainly do so. But if labor 
unions are here to stay, or even it they are troublesomely per- 
sistent, then it may be more statesmanlike, and cheaper, to in- 
clude them within the industrywide, cartel-like arrangement. 
Often that is what the fight is all about: will the union be 
included? 

From the side of business managers, the drive for industrial 
peace is a drive for the stabilization of existing arrangements, 
including their running balance of profits. Above all, they do not 
want the basic relations between property and workmen con- 
sidered in the negotiation process; if they are smart, they see 
unions as political sidetrackers as well as agents of plant disci- 
pline. From the side of the established union leaders, the drive 
for co-operative stabilization is a drive for security of union 
tenure. They, too, want peace rather than trouble; and if the 
industries’ profits are not large enough to allow them peaceful 
inclusion, then why should not the union leaders help the in- 
dustry increase its profits? 

If the old unionists have at times become condottieri leading 
roughneck bands for local robber barons, the new unionists 
might in time become administrators of disciplined and con- 
tented workers for monopoly corporations. 

But there are many hitches in union-management co-operation. 
If the CIO ideologists are not careful, the managers of corpo- 
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rate property will select only the reasonable concessions that are 
oflFered—that labor will not strike, that labor will help with the 
wars, that labor will be responsible; but they will reject labor's 
pretensions to a voice in production within the plants and in 
planning for the U.S. political economy. 

As the area of co-operation expands, from citywide craft to 
nationwide industry, the topics covered in the agreements and 
demands from both sides come to include national economic 
matters. The unit of co-operation moves from craft to industry, 
and the aristocracy of industrial labor will try to stabilize its 
position by collaborating with nationwide trade associations. In 
the middle of the perils of the modern economy in its slump- 
war-boom cycle, and the insecurity of the anxious middle class, 
this collaboration will be made more orderly and just under 
governmental auspices. Such a development toward the cor- 
porate state will be hailed by the rhetoricians of liberalism as 
great national statesmanship. 



CHAPTER SEVEN 


THE RACKETEER BUSINESS 


THE LABOR racketeers have been participants in the closest co- 
operation yet achieved between businessmen and labor leaders 
anywhere in the capitalist world. Labor rackets represent a co- 
operation between some businessmen and some labor leaders on 
a local basis; they have excluded benefits to other businessmen, 
to other labor leaders, and to most workers. Yet like all co-opera- 
tion between business leaders and union leaders, the rackets 
have often involved the more astute businessmen and the more 
business-like labor leaders. Like other successful business ven- 
tures, they have involved a high degree of determination, which 
is to say, ruthle^ness, toward competitors. 

Labor rackets have been seized upon by right-wing spokes- 
men as isolated from the normal stream of American life and 
yet as inherent in labor unionism. These are precisely the two 
things that the labor rackets are not. Labor racketeering is neither 
isolated from the standard business and political life of Ameri- 
can cities nor divorced from those ambiguities that now make 
up American liberalism. And although labor racketeering is not 
inherent in any type of unionism, both it and business unionism 
are products of the economic mechanics of American society, 
with its many opportunities for the enterprising individual who 
is earnest about its capitalist ethos. 

Business Unionism and Labor Racketeering 

A union accumulates power. It may do so only to increase the 
income of its members within the existing rules of the game 
and/or to improve the business position of its leaders. 

Throughout their history, the unions have used such power as 
they have accumulated to improve the immediate conditions of 
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work and pay for their members and to modify the rules of work 
within the plant and on the labor markets. 

In labor racketeering, however, the power of the union has 
also been used to improve the business position of the labor 
leaders. In this respect, the leaders have merely adapted them- 
selves to the prevailing circumstances and practices of American 
economic life. Labor racketeering has been one of the most 
American features of labor unionism. 

Some of the best and most successful members of the Ameri- 
can business community were robber barons. It is not surprising 
that, in the process of their adaptation, some labor leaders also 
become robber barons in their own small domains. Of course 
none of them has approached the kind of financial success en- 
joyed by the leading robber barons of business, but some of them 
have tried hard and some of them have not done badly. 

Men who go to the trouble of initiating and then running a 
sucessful business expect to get their share of the proceeds. Such 
is the standard incentive for business activity. The labor racketeer 
runs a business. He is a successful marketer of labor, a logical 
product and a sharp practitioner of pure and simple business 
unionism in America. He is what is commonly admired as "a 
smart operator his sagacity and pluck are esteemed by many 
people, including some of those whom he is said to have ex- 
ploited. 

Co-operation implies a definite objective mutually agreed 
upon. Money is the most easily agreed-upon object of such co- 
operation as might be expected to prevail between businessmen 
and labor leaders and, for that matter, politicians. Business union- 
ists and businessmen involved in racketeering have found it 
easiest to agree in those terms. 

In the Nineties, business was rough with labor organizations. 
If a committee of working men approached an employer, the 
men were as likely to be fired as given an audience. If unions 
of any sort were to exist, there had to be an intermediary who 
could represent labor and who was not dependent upon the em- 
ployers for his job. In those days he had to be as hard as the 
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employers were likely to be, and he had to have power backing 
him. The solicitor who filled this job was the walking delegate 
or the business agent. He was a salaried man usually appointed 
by a local or a citywide federation. 

His power might overshadow the authority of the elected offi- 
cer of his union, because his was a full-time union job, while 
in most cases the elected official stayed at his trade. Their sharp 
rise to altnost absolute dominion over a labor force sometimes 
made many of these business agents anxious to exercise their 
power; often they could call strikes without the formality of a 
vote. 

The job was loaded with opportunity, and they were busi- 
nessmen full of personal initiative. For those who had no social- 
istic ideas of merely serving the workers’ interests, unions were 
a new kind of business. The business unionists tried to make a 
bigger business out^pf them, in the same way other men were 
making bigger businesses in the America of the Nineties. 

If the business agents of various unions within a city formed 
a board of business agents, they might then have an almost un- 
breakable hold over the labor market of the trades they repre- 
sented. As the appointed business agents accumulated power, 
the power of the elected officers of the unions declined; the 
elected officer might eventually be replaced by the business 
agent, or the elected officialdom of the union itself become cor- 
rupt in the new business-like way. 

The crudest form of corruption was absconding with the union 
treasury, but more often it was rationalized and long-term. The 
officer of a union might rent union cards to a contractor or busi- 
nessman who was employing non-union labor; in return for a 
bribe, he might admit ineligible members to restricted trade 
unions or for due consideration, he might allow a probation 
period to a non-union contractor, and so on. 

The more important forms of labor racketeering, however, in- 
volved the businessman more directly: the union officer would 
co-operate with one businessman, or one organized set of busi- 
nessmen, against other competing businessmen; he might call 
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strikes against the competitors and provide strike insurance for 
the members of the local business cartel. Hold-up strikes were 
thus used as weapons to enforce a profit-sharing plan whereby 
the profits from higher prices were shared between the employer 
and the manager of the labor market. 

To understand the labor racket we must understand its three 
parts: the local machine politician, the local business cartel, and 
the labor racketeer. All three were part of the same network of 
business-like graft. 

Business, Politics, and Labor 

To the extent that he was successful, the labor racketeer was 
a partner of the machine politician. For instance, P. H. McCarthy 
of San Francisco rose in one decade (1898-1909) from the presi- 
dency of the Building Trades Council to the mayoralty of the 
city. If a powerful boss can control an entire American city, it is 
not surprising that labor union locals also are bossed. Frank 
Hague of Jersey City and Daniel Tobin of the Teamsters Union 
are brothers under the skin. 

As the machine politician operates within the city, so the 
labor racketeer operates within the union. Both reward their 
friends and rebuke their enemies, and in neither case does the 
rank and file often protest. Both are big shots, successful men 
who have, practically single-handed and by major force of will, 
made their own way. Furthermore, both are usually good fel- 
lows: they don't seem to forget their local or home town; now 
they have made good, they spend their new money freely. 

Co-operation is mutually beneficial: the political boss provides 
legal protection; the union boss provides necessary money from 
the treasury and jobs for the political machine members. Money, 
protection, and jobs are the life blood of any political machine. 
When the businessman is added, as a willing member of the tri- 
angle, he provides more money for the union boss and for the 
political boss. In return, from the politician he gets protection 
from city laws and the favor of city contracts; from the union 
boss he gets workers at cheaper prices than he could otherwise 
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obtain them, often more cheaply than his competitors outside 
the three-cornered cartel. Sometimes he engineers a strike against 
these competitors, while his own men continue to work for his 
continued profit. This local business-labor-political cartel is the 
backbone of sound labor racketeering. 

Businessmen caught in one of two kinds of business squeeze 
are most likely to be involved. First, there are the businessmen 
operating in small-scale competitive industries who are unable 
in other ways to establish anything approaching the aim of all 
successful business— monopoly. The racketeer of labor and of 
politics may be able to help such a racketeer of business organize 
the industry and tlius eliminate cutthroat competition. Second, 
there are the businessmen for whom if is cheaper to pay off a 
labor racketeer than it is to pay off the union members in the 
higher wages which honest and alert union officials might ob- 
tain. Some businessmen of this type are shoestring operators or 
marginal producers "who, if they had to meet union-shop con- 
ditions, could not continue in business. 

Given these facts, and the advantages derived from local 
monopolies, it is not surprising that in the building trades "behind 
every crooked business agent there is a crooked contractor,” nor 
that, especially around the time of the first World War, such 
contractors often financed the campaigns of trustworthy union 
oflScers in order to retain their services. 

Ethics are clearly outside the domain of business-like deci- 
sion; the businessman has only had to transfer his own ideology 
into the labor leader’s sphere of action in order to excuse him. 
A trade association lawyer told Harold Seidman, an expert on 
labor racketeering, "These fellows are really all right when you 
get to know them. After all, they are just out for themselves, 
like you and I. You couldn’t expect them to act differently.” 

The Gangster 

For a full understanding of the racketeer business, we must 
,add to the city politician, the labor racketeer, and the business 
baron one more actor: the American gangster. The gangster is 
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a man who uses violence for personal business ends without per- 
mission from the formal authorities. In the business-labor sphere, 
he began as a simple thug hired by legitimate business enter- 
prises. In certain cities, he has ended as the power behind the 
government, large areas of business enterprise, and many labor 
unions. 

As early as the Sixties, American businessmen employed little 
armies of thug-like men to fight unrest among the workers. 
Until the big strikes of 1909, the unions got their fighting men 
from their own ranks. But after that period until the Thirties, 
professional thugs, appointed by each side, fought many a busi- 
ness-labor battle. 

In accordance with the general division of labor, violence thus 
became a specialty. The craftsman-as-worker ceased to use his 
fists; the craftsman-as-thug was hired to operate within this juris- 
diction. In fact, the professional thug was one of the first profes- 
sionals hired by the unions. 

In the earlier phases, after the battle for which they were hired 
was finished, the thugs could be fired; they would go elsewhere 
to practice their trade. But there came a time when the profes- 
sionals were harder to dismiss. Gangsters did not like the in- 
security of such temporary work. They moved into the domains 
of their employers and established themselves on a more busi- 
ness-like and continuous basis. Competing groups of gangsters 
amalgamated, controlling the entire labor market for thugs. It 
is known that in some instances they became storm troops within 
a union, guarding the thrones of certain local labor oflScials. 

Before World War I, the gangsters worked for the business- 
men and the labor leaders. By the time the war was over, several 
unions were working for the gangsters; and a httle later, the 
gangster had usurped the creative role of the businessman within 
citywide industries. 

With prohibition, the gangster became a national figure con- 
trolling several American cities and the labor unions in them. 
When A1 Capone ruled Chicago, businessmen, labor leaders, 
and politicians went to him “to have things straightened out.” 
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For instance, he ran the cleaning and dyeing industry of the city 
by means of a trade association; discipline was provided by 
unionized truck drivers who smashed competitors. The officials 
of the AFL admitted that 28 of their Chicago affiliates were in 
the hands of A1 Capone and company. 

Small-scale businessmen in highly competitive fields such as 
the service trades seemed to welcome a solution to the problems 
of price-cutting and cutthroat competition, even in the form of 
gangster control. The gangster solved the classic problems of 
competition. Some businessmen actually invited gangsters to or- 
ganize their industries in order to raise prices and stabilize profit- 
making. The difference between the pre-gangster and the gang- 
ster era is that the gangster put teeth in the business-labor 
cartels. 

There is no way of^cnowing how widespread labor racketeering 
has been for given years or for certain eras of business-labor 
relations. An appropriate figure for estimating its scope would 
be the percentage, for definite periods of time, of all union mem- 
bers involved in local unions where racketeering of various types 
flourished. Such figures are not available and probably never will 
be. We are at the stage of understanding where we can say such 
things as, "Between 1912 and 1921 in Chicago hardly one build- 
ing was erected which did not pay its toll to the labor racketeer,” 
but no statement is possible for the country as a whole. However, 
labor racketeering has been confined to certain cities and more 
or less to certain industries. 

A labor racket has never worked on a nationwide scale for any 
period of time, with one exception: the capital-labor cartel in 
electrical work which H. H. Broach devised between electrical 
contractors and union leaders in many cities. The idea was to 
boost and stabilize the bids made on city and private building 
work. But essentially the kind of lucrative tie-ups with the politi- 
cal and the business spheres needed for successful labor racketeer- 
ing are available only through local monopolies. 

Labor racketeering has flourished in small-scale industries 
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where intense competition has prevailed, business not yet hav- 
ing grown large enough for an effective cartel arrangement 
which would insure some degree of monopoly and intelhgent 
control over the competition. Furthermore, racketeering has 
been most prevalent in industries handling perishable goods and 
in those with a local market. In the main, these have been the 
building trades, cleaning and dyeing, restaurants, the garment 
trades, furriers, trucking, theaters, produce and live poultry 
markets. Most is known about the building trades. 

Construction work, because of the archaic way it is carried on, 
has always involved speculation. Usually the contractor has to 
tie up money which is returned to him only after the building 
is completed. The interest on this money is often large; time 
becomes money. The business agent has been able to take ad- 
vantage of these conditions. Bribes might speed up the job; 
otherwise the job might be struck. Theater owners provide an- 
other example: their commodity is, in its way, just as perishable 
as fresh vegetables. Both must be sold on the spot, and rapidly. 
In addition, movie houses are vulnerable to sabotage of the 
crudest sort, like stink-bombs; and the theater operator, unlike 
the factory manager, must admit anyone who buys a ticket. 

The Role of the AFL 

Labor racketeering is not known to have occurred in big unions 
of the mass industrial type. Partly this is historical; when 
racketeering really flourished, around the time of the first World 
War, the AFL was the only large labor organization existing. 
But part of the reason goes deeper and tells us something about 
the AFL type of labor leader and union. The rackets flourished 
in the locals of these unions; internationals have seldom if ever 
been directly involved. Why, then, have not the heads of the 
internationals, or the AFL Executive Council, suspended these 
racketeering local unions or taken steps to clean them up? 

Locals infested by racketeering have often been part of the 
political machine of the international officer and part of the 
machine network that sustained the key powers in the AFL 
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CoundL "^We can’t do anything about it,” Matthew Woll once 
explained to a City Commissioner investigating a poultry racket. 
'^Tou see, we got to look to the votes of the boys down the line 
ito hold our own jobs,” 

By 1930, not less than half of the voting strength of the top 
^of the AFL hierarchy was concentrated in building and in trans- 
portation unions, and these were the unions where the rackets 
had been and were most evident. Certainly Gompers and Green 
never practiced a labor racket of the sort under discussion. They 
-adhered to the jurisdictional sovereignty of each international: 
their strength rested upon their upholding that rule. In 1932 
<5reen felt so strongly about the absolute sovereignty of the 
international that he protested violently when the courts un- 
seated a corrupt oiBcial; to the man involved he wrote: “The 
laws of your international should be respected,” and should not 
be “set aside by the courts,” 

So the higher leaders of the AFL, although not engaged in the 
rackets themselves, have nevertheless tacitly accepted them by 
virtue of a do-nothing policy, because the machines upon which 
their jobs and powers rest have included racket-infested locals. 

However, there is nothing in the ideology and outlook of these 
AFL leaders which would cause them to become indignant about 
the pure and simple, business-like tactics of the racketeers. When 
the international is an absolute domain with vested rights given 
its leader, the racketeer is merely taking that view and expanding 
it for his own benefit. 

With its guiding philosophy and its expedient pragmatic 
course of action, the AFL has often been caught between so- 
cialist ideas on the one hand and labor-business racketeering on 
the other. In several known cases the racketeering has been given 
preferential support. In 1918, when the central body of New York 
City was taken over by unionists with ideas about a labor party, 
trade with Russia, and making housing a public utility, Samuel 
Gompers joined the notorious racketeer, Robert Brindell, in the 
attempt to oust the radicals and regain control of New York. 

The simple business unionist usually believes in a natural har- 
mony of interests between business and labor; the racketeering 
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business unionist goes a step further, believing in a natural 
harmony between business and labor and himself. In its devel- 
oped forms, labor racketeering carries to its logical conclusion 
the idea of business monopoly in the area of capitaUst adventur- 
ism and individualism. 

The business unionist believes in carrying into his sphere of 
operations the set of ideas that make up the basic, unexpressed 
ideology of the political machine. He will reward his friends 
and rebuke his enemies. The racketeering business unionist 
makes the arrangement less formal and more immediately ef- 
fective: he will reward his personal friends in a personal pecu- 
niary way, and he will punish his individual enemies in an in- 
dividual way, by withholding from them the monetary fruits of 
business-labor co-operation. 

Adventure capitalism produces robber barons; and in a some- 
what delayed fashion, on a much smaller scale, labor unionism 
produces its labor racketeers. There is a Commodore Vanderbilt 
and there is a Robert Brindell. Industrial capitalism, at one point 
in its evolution, produces the sober, bourgeois entrepreneur, 
afraid of the encroachments of government upon his liberty and 
of the idea of joining other businesses. Correspondingly, labor 
unionism produces its sober bourgeois labor leader, believing 
in voluntarism, afraid of government encroachments, not inter- 
ested in labor solidarity, but working for independent and sover- 
eign craft unions. There is the early Henry Ford and there is 
Samuel Gompers. Many American unions are still in the Gompers 
and Ford stage, and there are still spotty areas in the local union 
world which call to mind Brindell and Vanderbilt. 

Now there is a new type of correspondence between business 
and labor, and new types of leaders on each side. The mass in- 
dustries have produced in the world of giant corporations the 
engineering, managerial type of leader; the unionization of these 
mass industries by the new business unionism is slowly beginning 
to produce an engineering, managerial type of labor leader. 

The liberal-labor view of this development in labor is gener- 
ally favorable. It is, fundamentally, one more adaptation of union 
leadership to the various phases through which business enter- 
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prise has gone. David Dubinsky and Walter Reuther are perhaps 
the best-known examples of the type, although Philip Murray 
and, in a curious but clear way, John L. Lewis fit into the pattern. 

We should not be misled because this newer type of union 
leader has been more militant in organizing tactics than older 
types of union leaders. Conditions have changed in 20 years, and 
his organization is of a different type. Yet in so far as he can be, 
he is a business unionist. He is not so different as he sometimes 
looks. 

Before the first World War, business unionism, the liberal 
idea of business-labor co-operation, ^ and the notion of trade 
unions as primarily economic and not political devices were some- 
times sidetracked locally into labor-business racketeering. We 
have seen how these elements have been connected. 

Today, under ^e changes in the total social structure, the 
liberal idea of business-labor co-operation and the notion of trade 
unions as primarily economic devices within a governmental 
framework could be sidetracked into a corporate type of politi- 
cal economy, or into an arrangement that would pave the way 
for one. 

The gangster of the Twenties and early Thirties was able to 
take over certain industries because he was a stabilizing force 
in a highly competitive situation. The NRA cut the ground 
from under the gangster by organizing business and, in an odd 
way, labor. The teeth were now provided by government. 

In the sphere of ideology, the liberal ideas which now prevail 
so widely are capable of leading those who take them seriously 
into a perilous adventure. Liberalism today often looks like a 
mantrap whose victims might well be collected in the hunting 
trips of the sophisticated conservatives. 

Whether or not the unwary will be so misled, and whether or 
not the structure of business-labor relations within the govern- 
mental framework will shift in the direction of a corporate state, 
depends a good deal upon the images of business which Ameri- 
can labor leaders hold and upon what their outlook and charac- 
ter will allow them to try to do. 



CHAPTER EIGHT 


LABOR^S IMAGE OF BUSINESS 


THE POLICIES and strategies of the labor leader are heavily in- 
fluenced by his appraisal of his own strength and that of his 
opponents. All co-operation involves such initial appraisals be- 
fore relations can be established. Therefore we asked the labor 
leaders: ‘‘Do you think that such business organizations as the 
National Association of Manufacturers and Chamber of Com- 
merce have more influence or less influence over national affairs 
than trade union organizations such as the AFL and the CIO?” 

The Power 

A substantial majority of the leaders of American labor be- 
lieve that business organizations carry more weight in national 


affairs than do labor organizations. 

Three-fifths of the AFL and , - 

four-fifths of the CIO leaders stronger? afl cio 

impute greater influence to Business 65% 81% 

business organizations. Only Equal 24 14 

5 to 11 per cent believe that Labor 11 5 

labor has more power, and 

less than one-fourth believe cases ... 221 175 


that the power of business and labor is balanced. The positions 
of the leaders do not make any marked difference in their esti- 
mations of the relative influence of business and labor. 

These findings suggest two questions: Why do the leaders 
in both union blocs feel overwhelmingly that business organiza- 
tions are so influential? And why are the AFL leaders less posi- 
tive about it than those of the CIO? 

Historically, labor organizations and their leaders have been 
in a minority position. Their strategy has been shaped in an 
environment of continuous hostility. Their official tribulations 
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have been many, and unoflBcial animosity toward them has been 
widespread. "‘Labor,” says one leader, "lias to overcome certain 
traditions. . • . Labor in America has not acquired emotional 
equality. . . . The public is more incensed about abuses by 
labor than it is about abuses by business.” The labor leaders’ 
understanding of their hostile environment explains a great deal 
about their thinking, and it is reflected in their answers to our 
general questions. 

There is an ebb and flow of attack between business and labor 
organizations. During the decade preceding the late war, the 
labor unions were generally on the ^offensive; during the war, 
they continued to get more than they gave; after the war s end, a 
period of attempted consolidation of gains began. (It was at this 
point that our poll was taken.) Since the war’s end, they have 
been afraid of aiv^ttack from business, which did come through 
in the legislation of 1947. Historically, their major fight has been 
for the very life of their organizations; this is again true in their 
current time of trouble. 

The union oflBcer is an elected oflBcial, dependent upon the 
loyalty of fellow leaders and upon the rank and file of his or- 
ganization. The great organizing upsurge of the Thirties showed 
that officers who were too unresponsive to the desires and needs 
‘of the mass of industrial workers could lose power. The cor- 
poration manager on the other hand is not an elected official in 
the same sense. His power does not depend upon the loyalty 
of the men who work for him and he does not usually lose his 
job if a union successfully invades his plants. The upsurges of 
the Thirties did not oust the managers from their positions of 
power. Their responsibilities are not to the workers whom they 
employ but to themselves and to their scattered stockholders. 

This difference in power basis means that the power of the 
business leader is likely to be more continuous and more assured 
than that of the labor leader. The labor leader is more likely to be 
insecure in his job if he fails to ""deliver the goods.” 

There are several general reasons why more CIO than AFL 
leaders are convinced of the greater national influence of business. 
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The CIO leaders are better educated, as we have seen, and 
education aflEects the answers to this question: 

AFL CIO 



High 

Some 

High 

Some 


School 

High 

School 

High 

Which is 

Graduate 

School 

Graduate 

School 

stronger? 

and More 

or Less 

and More 

or Less 

Business . . . 

74% 

59% 

79% 

83% 

Equal 

... 17 

29 

14 

14 

Labor 

9 

12 

7 

3 

Total cases 

. . 88 

129 

94 

76 


The more highly educated leaders in the AFL feel very much 
like their equ^Js in the CIO. But a rather curious pattern of be- 
lief occurs within the two organizations. Educational level does 
not make much diflEerence in the CIO answers, but more of the 
less-educated leaders in the AFL believe that labor has as much 
or more power than business. These leaders are the old-timers 
of the labor hierarchy who, in general, run older unions well 
entrenched in their crafts and trades and are more concerned 
with local balances of power than with national influence. They 
are more secure within their unions, and they feel their unions 
are more secure within the economic framework of the nation. 

In the recent memory of its leaders, the CIO has fought busi- 
ness harder than has the AFL and also has been under attack 
more. Businessmen have often fought off the militant CIO in 
any way open to them: during the latter Thirties certain AFL 
unions were able to secure contracts with business firms before 
organizing a single worker. 

The CIO has entered the most powerful industries and those 
having the most aggressive anti-union policies: the mass indus- 
tries of steel, rubber, automobiles, which for decades the AFL 
failed or did not try to organize. The leaders of the CIO had 
more opportunity to measure the enemy in his strongholds. 

The CIO has been more politically active on the national scene 
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and its unions have been thrown in contact with the politically 
alert sectors of big national business. The industries with which 
they deal not only have plants across the nation, but the dis- 
tribution of their products is both national and international. 
These unions have had business with the national trade associa- 
tions, which translate economic power into political influence. 

Why' do labor leaders feel as they do about the relative influ- 
ences of business and labor? Their spontaneous answers fall 
almost uniformly into a simple straightforward formula; Regard- 
less of whether they think business or labor is the stronger, they 
believe that labor is strong because o^ the people it involves and 
that business is strong because of the money it possesses. These 
are the pillars of power as the labor leader sees them. 

Why Labor Is Sfro^ 

Virtually the only source of superiority claimed for labor or- 
ganizations is the democratic power of having more votes. Those 
labor leaders who believe that labor is stronger than business, 
or just as strong, often answer conditionally; there is a wish in 
their estimates: “Labor carries more weight because it has the 
votes. When properly organized, this voting strength has great 
influence on the national and state governments.” 

All the leaders, regardless of their estimations, see their role 
in the struggle of power as one connecting that potential force 
to the point of national decision. “There are more votes behind 
organized labor. When elected officials know, they are careful 
about votes against labor.” And another man says: “Labor can, 
if they desire, elect practically anyone in certain districts of our 
nation.” 

Some leaders say that labor is strong among different sectors 
of the population: “The unions generally have influence in in- 
dustrial areas,” says a labor leader who believes they are on a 
par, “where employers exercise control in the rural districts.” 
And again: “The NAM influences manufacturers and the labor 
organizations influence the working people and families.” 
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Both AFL and CIO leaders see the question in terms of the 
political strength of numbers, but there is a revealing difference 
in the way the two groups reason. More of the AFL see labor’s 
strength in terms of pressure: they talk in terms of "power over 
politicians” and apparently they see the power of organized labor 
primarily as that of a lobbying machine. Some CIO leaders talk 
in the same terms, but more of them talk directly in terms of 
"more votes,” "more people,” "the masses.” Their view of labor’s 
democratic strength is that of a political party. 

One CIO leader gave a thoughtful, full explanation for his 
answer, which contains most of the elements brought out in the 
answers as a whole: "I have answered ‘about the same,’ ” he says, 
"for this reason: Labor organizations numerically are much 
stronger than trade organizations and possibly could swing any 
election, providing the membership of the unions go en masse 
to the polls and vote for candidates recommended by the leader- 
ship of their unions. However, this is not the case and, therefore, 
labor strength is weakened. Trade organizations financially are 
stronger than labor organizations and are able to control the 
finances of both political parties thus offsetting the numerical 
strength of labor organizations.” 

Why Business Is Stronger 

The labor leaders who believe that business outweighs labor 
in national affairs give many more detailed reasons for their 
belief. Feeling themselves surrounded by hostile forces, these 
leaders are apparently more alert to the sources of their oppo- 
nents’ strength than to their own. 

Power is relative: the weakness of labor is the strength of busi- 
ness, and vice versa. Yet in explaining why business is more ef- 
fective, hardly one labor leader examines the weaknesses of 
labor. The labor leaders’ view is the hard-boiled view of men 
who have mixed in politics as a going concern in America. Most 
of them think business is more influential in national affairs for 
one basic reason: money talks, and business has the money. 

Yet money must be transformed before it becomes influence. 
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The medium most frequently mentioned by the labor leaders is 
the direct money channel between business and politics. About 
one-third say that business has a more direct financial hold over 
the political order than does labor. In their reasoning they focus 
upon every aspect of the political process, and everywhere they 
see the ^oney link between business and power. 

Some point to the politician and say flatly that he can be and 
often is bought by business money. "Money controls political 
representatives.” "Campaign funds for the elections of the repre- 
sentatives come from these organizations.” "The large trusts have 
more money and there are men in out Congress who would sell 
out their constituents for the 30 pieces of silver.” 

Other labor leaders see the money tie as a more formal one: 
it is the whole party machine that is bought by business. Money 
is the open sesaihfe to control of pohtics: in "the entrenched 
political machines • . . financial assistance made by business 
organizations has paid large dividends in the form of legislation 
that works in their interests.” And many of the labor leaders 
see the matter from the lobbying standpoint: business has more 
power than labor "because their finances can maintain many 
lobbyists in Washington.” The lobbying tactics of big business 
and of their trade associations are "almost perfect,” and "they 
have more money to pay lobbyists than labor.” 

A few labor leaders see a direct link between business and 
politics in personal terms of a status equality between the 
representatives of each: businessmen have "more often the same 
background and outside interests as the legislators and govern- 
mental oflBcials • , and "many members of Congress come 
from this group. They have no sympathy with and very little 
understanding of the aims and objectives of the organized labor 
movement.” 

The content and control of the mass media as an influence 
in the power struggle, mentioned by only a few labor leaders who 
feel that labor is stronger, was pointed to by one-fourth of those 
who think business is stronger. This link with mass media, hke 
that with politics, is seen as financial. 
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The labor leaders see the mass media as part of big business. 
“Both the press and radio are big businesses and they have 
exactly the same viewpoint, as do other big businesses.” “They 
own the media which form public opinion.’’ “Their concentration 
of power and wealth based on their control of the means of pro- 
duction also includes their control over the most eiBFective means 
of expression.” According to these leaders, if big businesses do 
not own the media outright, they control them indirectly by 
money; “They have the finances to promote their ideas through 
the press and radio.” “They control the press and radio of the 
country through advertising.” “They can and do spend greater 
sums of money on propaganda. They have full access to radio, 
which is denied to labor.” 

In a few of the answers given to this question, the old ani- 
mosities between CIO and AFL leaders crop up. Labor would 
be stronger, say a few of the CIO leaders, if the AFL were not 
so full of racketeers and if we could get together with them. 
Labor would be stronger and we could get together, say a few 
of the AFL leaders, if only there weren’t so many Communists 
in the CIO. 

Yet the important fact seems to be this; labor leaders, even as 
other men, are not inclined— at least in public— to pay attention 
to their own weaknesses; they look more closely at the enemies’ 
sources of strength. They are, in general, men on the defensive. 
They seem to understand well the standard American ways of 
power. The minority, who somewhat hopefully acclaim the power 
of labor, see the potentiality in terms of the democracy of 
numbers. 

The American labor leaders seem less like leaders of a mass 
struggle, which indeed most of them are not, than like poor men 
dealing with rich enemies in a conflict where money is the key 
to victory. 

Not only the labor leader’s view of the businessman’s power, 
but also what the labor leader thinks business is going to do 
with this power is important. Power is not a threat unless there 
is inteilt to use it. 
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The Intent 

The labor leader s estimates of business policy are both more 
objective and more personal than those of a disinterested ob- 
server: he knows many objective facts not available to the public, 
and he is personally involved in the meaning of these facts. His 
attitudes are important in so far as they reveal something of his 
psychological structure, for while the objective situation changes, 
the psychology of a power elite does not change so rapidly. 

The policy makers of larger businesses, according to the ques- 
tion we put to the labor leaders, can take one of three stances 
toward the labor unions and their leaders: (1) They can accept 
the principle of collective bargaining and deal with the unions 
in good faith; (2) they can tolerate the unions and deal with 
them as far as tl^y have to but no further; (3) they can try to 
break the power of the unions in business-labor relations. 

The second and third alternatives are not mutually exclusive; 
a business executive can tolerate a union now because he feels 
he has to, but can plan for any future opportunity to break the 
union. In such cases, the difference between the second and the 
third posture is a difference in timing. 

The sharp opinions expressed by labor leaders on the intent 
of business reveal a great and watchful tension. Almost 90 per 
cent of them can be said to be distrustful of the intent of busi- 
ness. Only 14 per cent of the AFL and only 6 per cent of the 
CIO leaders believe that big business has accepted the prin- 
ciple of collective bargaining and is dealing with the unions in 
good faith. 

In each bloc a majority 
feels that the unions are 
merely being tolerated. The 
dominant view of the labor 
leaders of America at the end 
of the war went like this: 

“The men who run big busi- 
ness may put up with what they call *all this union business’ now, 
just as they did during the war, but that is only because the law 


Business intent: afl cio 

Accepts unions . . 14% 6% 

Tolerates them . . 57 53 

Out to break .... 29 41 

Total cases 225 177 
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makes them; they have by no means really accepted the new 
status of our unions and the principle of collective bargaining; 
they don t deal in good faith with us, and they don’t intend to ” 

A sizable group of leaders go further. They believe that busi- 
ness intends to fight to the finish, that the policy makers of the 
larger businesses are working to break the unions altogether. 
At least 41 per cent of the CIO and 29 per cent of the AFL 
leaders feel this way. 

More CIO than AFL leaders think business wants to break 
unions, just as more CIO leaders believe that business is more 
influential than labor in national affairs. The reasons for the 
different power-images held by the AFL and CIO also hold for 
this difference in their evaluations of intent. On the question of 
intent, however, there are variations of belief among the leaders 
according to their positions in the union world, the time they 
joined the labor movement, their educational levels, and their 
political party affiliations. 

The national leaders of the CIO and the AFL agree on the 
toughness of business’s intention toward labor. In both union 
blocs about one-quarter of the national leaders think business 
is out to break labor and about 66 per cent believe that the 
unions are merely being tolerated for the time being. Within each 
bloc, the city officials are more distrustful of the intent of busi- 
ness policy. But the CIO men of the state and city levels of lead- 
ership are more distrustful of business than AFL men. 


Business 

intent: 

Nat’l 

AFL 

State 

City 

Nart 

CIO 

State 

City 

Accept .... 

. 13% 

17% 

14% 

8% 

9% 

4% 

Tolerate 

. 66 

66 

49 

65 

52 

48 

Break . . . 

21 

17 

37 

27 

39 

48 

Total cases 

61 

41 

123 

37 

44 

96 


In their everyday work, state leaders deal with politicians and 
with the political representatives of business. The anti-union 
drive, which the 1946 Congress inaugurated on a national level, 
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had been going on in many states for a long time. Thus, before 
the national leaders, these state leaders had daily worries about 
the intentions of business. 

The city leaders are in closest contact with the rank and file, 
who in turn are close to the sharp edge of any unpleasantness 
between business and labor. The city leaders of labor are also 
in immediate and continual contact with the workday representa- 
tives of business. 

By comparison, the national leaders’ contacts with business 
representatives are more intermittent. Their role is frequently 
that of the troubleshooter. Moreovef, in their eminent positions, 
many of them are beholden to the myth, if such it is, of the 
practicality of business-labor co-operation. 

There is evidence that the state representatives of the CIO, 
fewer of whom are tied in with Republican machines, tend to 
be more aggressive in pushing labors interests and therefore 
are more likely to encounter resistance from business. The CIO 
city men are part of relatively new unions, in newly organized 
industries with long histories of stem anti-unionism. Again, 
they are more likely than the AFL city men to feel the tensing 
muscles of business. 

Within the AFL, however, there is one particular group that 
is more skeptical of the intentions of business than any other— 
the men who joined the labor movement after 1935. 


AFL CIO 

Business Before 1935 and Before 1935 and 

intent: 1935 After 1935 After 

Accept 15% 14% 4% 8% 

Tolerate 64 41 62 48 

Break 21 45 34 44 

Total cases ... 137 76 52 uT 


In the AFL, about 45 per cent of the recent joiners as against 21 
per cent of the old-timers, and in the CIO, 44 per cent of the 
recent joiners as against 34 per cent of the old-timers have the 
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most pessimistic view of business’s intentions. It must be re- 
membered that the CIO leaders who joined before 1935 were at 
one time members of AFL or of independent unions. 

As in the estimations of power, so in the judgments of in- 
tent, the difference between the AFL and the CIO leadership is 
partly an educational difference. Among the better-educated 
leaders of both blocs, there is little or no difference; but between 
the lower educated in each bloc there is a sharp divergence; 


High School Some High 

Graduate School 


Business 

or More 

or Less 


intent: 

AFL 

CIO 

AFL 

CIO 

Accept 

10% 

5% 

17% 

8% 

Tolerate . . . 

57 

57 

57 

47 

Break 

33 

38 

26 

45 

Total cases 

88 

96 

132 

75 


Twenty-six per cent of the AFL leaders of lower educational 
level, as compared with 45 per cent of the CIO, think business 
wants to break labor. 

The determining factor in the labor leader’s estimation of 
business intent is union affiliation rather than such factors as 
political party membership. There is of course a tendency in the 
AFL, and to a lesser extent in the CIO, for Republicans to be 
slightly more trustful of the good faith of business than Demo- 
crats or bi-partisans. These Republicans are also more inclined 
to believe that labor is as strong or stronger than business. In 
short, the Republicans are slightly more at ease about the power 
and the policy of business. 

Among the CIO Democrats, there are as many who think 
business is trying to break the unions as there are those who be- 
lieve that business is merely tolerating them, and there are many 
who think that business is trying to destroy the unions alto- 
gether. The Democratic Party chieftains have that to worry about 
when they arrange the constellations of their support. 
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The Power and the Intent 

Judgments of the intention of big business in the United States 
are closely related to estimations of the relative power of business 
and of labor. Those labor leaders who think business is more 
powerful than labor are more inclined to believe that business is 
out to break labor, and those who believe that labor is just as 
strong or stronger than business tend more frequently to believe 
that business accepts or tolerates labor unionism: 


Relative Strength 


Business 

intent: Business Labor Business Labor 

Break S5% 21% 4S% S2% 

Tolerate 56 57 53 53 

Accept . . . 9 22 4 15 

Total cases . 140 77 140 34 


But not all labor leaders fall into the extreme patterns of the 
most afraid (business is stronger and wants to break us) or the 
least afraid (we are just as strong, and business accepts, or at 
least, tolerates us). There are also the most trustful (business is 
stronger, but does not want to break us) and there are those 
who expect a showdown fight (we are just as strong or stronger, 
and business is out to break us). 

The labor leaders can be ranked in terms of how much they 
fear the power and the intent of business. The man most afraid 
is the one who believes the enemy is stronger than he and is 
intent on breaking him. The man least afraid is the one who feels 
his organization is as strong or stronger and the enemy does not, 
at least immediately, intend to break him. 


Approximately half of each 
bloc falls into the intermedi- 
ate position: trustfulness is 
greater than the direct feeling 
of their own power. About a 


Image of business: 

AFL 

CIO 

Most afraid 

23% 

35% 

Intermediate . . . 

49 

52 

Least afraid . 

28 

13 


third of the CIO and about a Total cases . . . . 217 174 
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fourth of the AFL leaders are in the most anxious group. Some 
28 per cent of the AFL, and 13 per cent of the CIO leaders, how- 
ever, are not at all anxious about current business-labor co- 
operation: they feel labor is as strong as business or stronger, 
and they take a happy view of the intention of business. 

On all levels of leadership within the two organizations, the 
CIO leaders take a more suspicious view of business-labor rela- 
tions, but the reasons of various levels difiFer. Both CIO and AFL 
national commands are anxious about business-labor relations be- 
cause they estimate the power of business in national affairs to be 
greater than that of labor, whereas in the lower echelons of the 
CIO, the state and city leaders are more anxious than their AFL 
counterparts because they believe that business is out to break 
labor. 

There is thus little difference between the AFL and the CIO 
national leaders’ image of business. One out of five national lead- 
ers believes that business is more powerful and means to use its 
superior power to break unions. But among local leaders, and 
among those with less education, differences between the CIO 
and the AFL occur: of those with less education, four out of ten 
in the CIO but two out of ten in the AFL are the most fearful; 
of the leaders on the lower levels, four out of ten in the CIO 
compare with three out of ten in the AFL. 

The biggest knot of pessimism is in the less-educated, lower 
ranks of CIO leaders. They are more recently up from labor s 
ranks and are in closer daily contact with the workers in the big 
industries. Events have already indicated that the watchful anxi- 
ety of such leaders is not without foundation. 

The "Fascist" Threat 

Probing further into the fears and anxieties of the labor leaders, 
we asked: “Do you think that there is a threat to American De- 
mocracy by a 'fascist’ totalitarian movement in this country 
within the next five years?” The choices given were: (1) There is 
a definite and serious threat; (2) there is some threat and it is 
likely to become more serious; (3) there is some threat but it is 
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not likely to become serious; (4) there is no threat at all Among 
the labor leaders who answered, there is a divergence in the 
meaning of “fascist”: the question is only a crude sponge with 
which to sop up reactions to a current symbol of economic and 
political doom, yet it is valuable when analyzed in conjunction 
with ^ther questions. Here is the over-all pattern of response to 


this direct question: 

AFL CIO 

\Fasc^m: a serious threat 20% 30% 

^Some threat: likely to become serious .... 35 39 

Some threat: not hkely to be serious 35 25 

No threat at all 10 6 

Total cases 225 172 


Not more th^ one out of ten labor leaders in either bloc is 
willing to say there is no threat at all. Fifty-five per cent of the 
AFL, and 69 per cent of the CIO, feel that the threat of fascism 
in America is serious or is likely to become so in the near future. 
But there is a more pronounced difference between the two 
organizations on the various levels of leadership, the difference 
being greater within the AFL, Here are the proportions of 
leaders on each level who believe that the menace is or will 


become more serious: 

* The state and the city lead- 

ers of the two blocs are not National 40% 78% 

very different in their reac- State 60% 66% 

tions. It is the AFL high com- City 59% 67% 

mand that is least alarmed 


v(four out of ten), the CIO top command that is most alarmed 
(eight out of ten). 

What makes this alarm important is the context in which it is 
expressed. The general fear of fascism among the labor leaders 
is associated with the specific fear of the power and intentions 
of big business. Divided according to the degree they fear the 
power and intent of big business, here are the proportions of the 
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labor leaders who believe that the threat of fascism is serious: 


In the CIO, fascism is seen 




as a serious threat by 80 per 

Image of business: 

AFL 

CIO 

cent of those who are most 

Most afraid 

, 67% 

m 

afraid of big business as 

Intermediate 

. 56% 

67% 

against only 50 per cent of 
those who are least afraid. In 

Least afraid 

. m 

50% 


the AFL, the fear of fascism drops from 67 to 44 per cert as the 
leaders become less afraid or more trustful of big business. 

Why Labor Leaders View Businessmen as They Do 

The judgments which the labor leader makes of the power and 
the intention of business rest upon: (1) his expedient view of cur- 
rent negotiations; (2) such ideological convictions as he may have; 
(3) his personal feelings about businessmen in general and those 
with whom he has particular contact. 

The view of tlie labor leader is decided primarily in terms of 
what business has just done or what he thinks it is about to do. 
He makes up his mind as he watches businessmen around the 
negotiation table or across a picket line or in a grievance session. 
The angle, however, from which he views the current activities 
of the business community is that of a man who heads an organ- 
ization of workers and is watchful of their interests. 

The atmosphere of conversational circles in which labor leaders 
move (as well as in those where businessmen feel at home) are 
rich with invective. In their private circles, there are conven- 
tions which exact from labor leaders an occasional name-calling 
blast against businessmen. This atmosphere, plus expedient 
watchfulness along the lines of business unionism, is almost 
the complete content of many labor leaders’ ideology of business- 
labor relations, and given the ideology held by many business- 
men, the labor leader is often well-enough-equipped to do his 
job. 

Labor leader invective is often directed less against business 
as a system of power than against the personal and moral attri- 
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butes of businessmen. To overlook this personal element in his 
lack of esteem is to overlook an important feature of the labor 
leader as a type of man and, consequently, an important human 
element in business-labor relations. 

The American labor leader often feels socially inferior to the 
businessman with whom he negotiates. This feeling arises from 
his low social origin, his more rapid ascent, and his knowledge 
that the businessman is more likely to be esteemed by the public 
and the community. 

In the arena of power, the labor leaders are newly risen men; 
no matter how much bluster some of them may employ, they feel 
the social gap. They reveal their feelings in their general tend- 
ency to imitate the standard middle-class, business-like mode of 
living, and by^the resentment they show when they talk about 
business's lack of respect for labor. This craving for status and 
respect is often a strong undercurrent of their lives. 

Thirty years ago many labor leaders were willing to sacrifice 
such social esteem as they might have felt due them in return 
for the power and income they enjoyed. Today, many of the 
newer leaders want social esteem because they already have an 
income that is generally respectable and a power which is not 
to be scorned. In their long struggle to win a more secure posi- 
tion for unions and more respect for the workers, the labor 
leaders in America have also been waging a fight for more secu- 
rity and respect for themselves. 

Now, when the union as a huge bureaucracy is attempting to 
integrate its interests with those of the corporate bureaucracy 
in business-labor co-operation, the labor leader gets all the more 
annoyed by frequent disrespect from businessmen. He too is an 
executive. His income does not approach that of the business 
executive, but he has climbed up the American ladder and he is 
morally respectable and, moreover, a man of power. He feels 
that he is entitled to respect, in the name of his union and in 
the name of his own hard-won, conscientious career. 

The labor leaders, who as a group come from the laboring 
class, most of whom have worked for wages in the normal course 
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of their careers, are susceptible to personal irritations of this sort 
which are no doubt reflected in the images they are prone to 
have of businessmen. The epithet used by businessmen against 
labor leaders is irresponsibility; that used by labor leaders against 
businessmen is arrogance. 

Personal aspirations and frustrations are entangled with going 
institutional policies: the businessman who makes plans for em- 
ployee relations that exclude the union is also excluding the labor 
leader. The labor leader who tries to integrate his union with 
the corporate bureaucracy is also including himself in the bu- 
reaucracy; the integration of the two bureaucracies requires some 
integration of the two types of bureaucrats. The feeling of a 
status of inequality is an index of the separation of the interests 
of the two worlds. 

In the long run, of course, prestige will be gained if power and 
income are securely held. In a few unions there is a shuttle from 
union to corporation, and vice versa to a lesser extent. This is 
not seen as a sell-out by the official biographer nor by the presi- 
dent of at least one large and progressive union. At present tnere 
is only a slight tendency in this direction. Where it occurs, it is 
viewed as evidence that the union is the biggest tiling in the 
industry and that men can gain prestige from working in it. This 
development does raise a personnel problem for unions: they 
have continually to recruit more bright young men. Yet, with 
increased business-labor co-operation, why should there not be 
an exchange of personnel, even as there is between government 
and business? Personal careers are involved in the struggle be- 
tween the giant bureaucracies of business, labor, and govern- 
ment. Career maneuvers within and between them are now 
justified by bright cloaks of new kinds of hberal, business-hke 
honor. 




PART FOUR 




CHAPTER NINE 


PROGRAMS AND EXPEDIENCES 


MOST OF the labor leaders accept at all times the American politi- 
cal system, which sometimes tolerates the labor leaders. In their 
interplay of acceptance and rejection, both the system and the 
leaders are altered, but, in the course of their individual careers 
and in the ‘naturar history of their unions, the leaders are 
changed most. It has been said of British labor, and it may truly 
be said of American labor too, that “each reform achieved gives 
the refoimer one more stake in the existing system.” 

Excited revolutionary socialists have fought for and expected 
to realize broad goals in short periods of time; others have had 
broad goals and the will to pursue them for generations; reform- 
ers of various sorts have worked for long periods in energetic 
pursuit of narrow goals. The American labor leader in politics 
as elsewhere works for narrow goals in short order. 

The environment in which the labor leader acts is full of strange 
new perils and well-known headaches, and he moves across it 
with some guile and much expediency but little vision. He is in 
government up to his neck; within the political parties he is 
down on his knees. He has been and he is now a political oppor- 
tunist. 

The Short End of the Long Run 

It is said that the opportunist lacks principle: his activity is 
along short lines to narrow goals. He is a creature of drift and 
circumstance rather than a master of independent action; the 
result of his expediences is more a product of the main drift than 
of his own will and vision. The opportunist is thus a sometimes 
troublesome but not usually serious obstacle to the masters of 
the main drift. 

There is nothing inherently evil about opportunism. For those 
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who want to reach small goals in a little while, opportunism is 
just the thing. It would be foolish to take the time to build endur- 
ing means to immediate ends. The labor leader does not want 
to wait; he wants the pay-off of his policy to be visible to men 
of limited memory and high expectation. Four years can be a 
long time in the life of the trade union leader: think of 1934-38; 
or 1920-24. 

The corporate executive is also a practical man and an oppor- 
tunist, but enduring means, developed for other purposes, are 
available to him for the conduct of his political as well as his 
labor affairs. The corporation itseli is now a very stable thing; 
in fact it is more stable and more important for the continuance 
of the American arrangement than the lifetime family. The cor- 
poration gives the executive a stable base for durable expecta- 
tions, and the ^ecutive can also rely upon it in the pursuit of 
his short-term, opportunistic goals. 

Unlike the corporation, the union is usually in a state of protest; 
it is on the defensive in a sometimes actually and always poten- 
tially hostile society. And there are no enduring means which are 
ready-made and at the labor leader's disposal. If he wants such 
means, even for his little goals, he must build them himself. 

History is not merely the realization of the will of social actors. 
It moves by itself, even while it is being pushed by willful actors. 
Things go on behind men’s backs. In the field of industrial rela- 
tions, strong forces are moving toward what can already be seen 
as the portent of a corporate-like system. Caught in the drive for 
stability, labor leaders, even in their short-run demands, need a 
full vision of the business-labor relationship and its consequences. 

If demands are consciously worked out, and their consequences 
responsibly taken into account, they become goals. If, for instance, 
in the 1946 GM strike the consequences of the demand to set up 
a public relation between wages, prices, and profits had been 
traced out, the demand would have had to be made not on one 
corporation but on the political economy as a whole. If that had 
been done, and goals worked out for each union, the GM pro- 
gram would have been very different from what it came to be 
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when used simply as a short-time tactic against one corporation. 

The entire relationship between the political and economic 
orders must be thought through by union strategists, for unions 
do not now live in an economic order on the one side and a 
political order on the other. Many leaders have been and are 
now acting as if they were in an economic world only, but more 
alert leaders know that they live and must act in a political econ- 
omy. Both the means which they use and the ends they pursue 
are as much, if not more, political than economic. The short-run 
pursuit of economic goals by economic means is coming to have 
long-run political consequences which may be ignored only at 
the risk of destruction. In the meantime, what long-term program 
do the labor leaders have with which they hope to meet the 
intricate perils of their enlarged sphere of operations? 

On Wanting and on Having a Program 

When the leaders of any organization are asked whether or 
not that organization should or should not have a long-range 
program, the answer normally expected is an overwhelming "Tfes.” 
For with experience in public acting, men become spokesmen, 
and spokesmen must always have programs. 

Having a program, or feeling that one should have a program, 
does not, of course, imply anything about the content of that 
program. In fact, an answer either way does not indicate what 
other beliefs the labor leader may hold, much less the concrete 
actions of his daily work. It is so easy to say, "Yes, we should 
have a program,” that it is not surprising that well over 90 per 
cent of the AFL and CIO labor leaders say so. 

But there are certain sets of labor leaders who reply, ^^No, labor 
should not have a long-range economic and political program.” 
Two per cent of the CIO leaders but 10 per cent of the AFL 
leaders replied in this way. Moreover, these AFL leaders are 
concentrated at the top. Twenty-one per cent of the national, 12 
per cent of the state, and 4 per cent of the city AFL leaders 
believe that labor should not have any long-range program. 
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This AFL group is composed of the same men we have ajready 
described as the gerontocrats of American trade unionism; they 
are relatively old; most of them have been in unions since before 
1919. They are more likely to believe that labor's position is 
strong and that business now accepts and bargains in good faith 
with unions. Such wisdom as the AFL older men have stored 
up does not include the sophistication required to answer ‘Tfes" 
to this general question. 


We followed up our general question with one of estimation; 
"Over and above the basic concern with such problems as wages, 
hours, and union security, do you believe that most U.S. unions 
have or have not any long-range economic and political pro- 
gram?*' 

Three-quartei^ of the CIO leaders and about half the AFL 
leaders are of the opinion that most labor unions do have long- 
range political and economic programs. The difference is to be 
expected; not only has the CIO put out more pamphlets and 
literature concerning larger issues than those typically posed by 
simple unionism, but its participation in politics has had a 
broader and more noticeable character than that of the AFL. 
These answers do reflect actual differences between the activities 


of the two organizations. 

Within both organizations, the closer a leader is to the rank 
and file the more likely he is to maintain that most unions do 
support a long-run program aimed at political and economic ob- 
jectives. It is the national leaders, who presumably would have 
the most to do with any such program, who do not believe that 
long-run plans exist. 


Within the AFL, 56 per cent 
of the city leaders as com- 
pared with 34 per cent of the 
national leaders, and within 
the CIO, 80 per cent of the 
city as compared with 62 per 
cent of the national, support 
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this view. And in both organizations the state executives have an 
intermediate position. 

Not only the leaders close to the rank and file in the union 
hierarchy but also the less-educated leaders are more prone to 
believe that most unions have a long-range program. In both 
union blocs, on each educational level, the relatively less-educated 
leaders believe in the existence of a program more than do the 
more-educated; and on every leadership level, the less-educated 
believe it more than the more-educated. Here are the proportions 
of those who so believe by position and educational level: 

AFL CIO 



High 

Some 

High 

Some 

Most unions 

School 

High 

School 

High 

do have a 

Grad, and 

School 

Grad, and 

School 

program: 

Over 

and Less 

Over 

and Less 

National . . . 

... 24% 

41% 

52% 

73% 

State 

. . 21% 

50% 

77% 

82% 

City ... . 

. . 48% 

62% 

76% 

87% 


If we want to consider these answers indicative of the actual 
situation, it would be safest to accept what the national leaders 
say since they are in the best position to know. They are the least 
willing to assert that long-tenn purpose exists in most unions. The 
answers of leaders further down the hierarchy and closer to the 
rank and file probably contain less accurate information but re- 
flect more hope, expectation, and trust. They are the men who 
must sell the union to the workers. In close and continual con- 
tact with the rank and file, these leaders know what it takes to 
organize them and keep them organized, and perhaps their an- 
swers reflect an element of that wishful thinking which pervades 
most salesmen. Many of these lower leaders lack experience in 
the ways of unions and the careful wisdom which such experi- 
ence bestows. 

If we combine general expectations about a program with 
beliefs about its existence, an over-all view of how the leaders of 
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American labor stand is obtained* Two dominant positions ac- 
count for 95 per cent of all the leaders. They feel unions should 
have a program and think that they do (75 per cent of the CIO; 
46 per cent of the AFL), or they feel unions should have pro- 
grams but think they do not (22 per cent of the CIO; 45 per cent 
of the AFL). In the AFL, however, there is a small group who 
believe the unions should not have any program and that most 
of them do not. These are undoubtedly the most contented men 
of the union world. Most are heads of international craft unions 
who have been in the movement for several decades. 

The Goals of Labor 

Those leaders who believe labor has a program were asked 
what its main points are. Their answers can be classified in terms 
of the range of social attention they display. Some focus on the 
union members only^. some include the wage workers as a whole, 
in unions or not; some see all classes within the nation as the 
object of the program; some envision the international commu- 
nity. The scope of the groups to be benefited by the union s pro- 
gram thus runs from union members, wage workers, nation, to 
world. 


Here are the proportions of 
leaders in each union bloc 
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No answer . . . 
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leaders, think that unions have 
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. 225 
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a program and name the na- 
tion as the object of that program. Over half of those in the AFL 

who specify labors program 

conceive of it in 

rather 

narrow 


terms, whereas well over half the CIO leaders think of it more 
broadly. 
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The programs mentioned 
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and welfare activities and la- 

* Some respondents 
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more 

bor legislation; and (3) goals 

than one goal. 




involving increased political freedom and participation, without 
specification of the exact means to be employed. The CIO leader 
is more program-conscious than the AFL leader, and more fre- 
quently he means social welfare and political reformism as well 
as merely economic goals. 

If we combine the two previous classifications of program con- 
tent named by the labor leaders, we get this table: 

At one extreme is the leader afl cio 

Broad political . . Yl% 45% 

Narrow political 18 15 

Broad non-political 29 26 

Narrow non-political 36 14 


whose goals embrace the na- 
tion or the international scene 
in political terms. At the other 
extreme is the leader for 
whom the program benefits 
union members, or perhaps 


Total cases 


89 113 


wage workers at large, in the social welfare or economic spheres. 
Between these two extremes are leaders seeking pohtical goals 
for narrow groups and leaders seeking economic and social goals 
for the national or international community. 


Regardless of whether or not the labor leader includes politi- 
cal aims in his descriptions, and whether his program embraces 
union members or the people of the whole world, specific com- 
ments show clearly that the leaders are not describing programs 
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at all: they are describing either short-term demands, or general- 
ized principles. 

These comments are typical: "Tull employment, a veteran’s 
program, passage of all legislation favorable to labor, passage 
of the Wagner-Murray-Dingel Health bill . . . better standard 
of living for the working people . . . election to office of men 
sympathetic to labor s views . . . thirty-hour week, better dental 
care, economic education of trade union members . . , civilian 
control of atomic energy, building a just and lasting peace . . . 
extending social security . . . better wages, better hours, more 
and more of everything good ... to remake the world by abol- 
ishing poverty.” 

The impression left on the reader by hundreds of such slogans 
can be summed up like this: The labor leaders display the type 
of political mentality characteristic of the practical right and the 
liberal center: they'^demand a great many things in an agitated 
manner; they ask not the next steps in any program they might 
be following but a sequence of excited or bored demands on 
current legislatures, or a defense against specific bills and items 
the other side may propose. Occasionally a few principles, so 
general as to be politically meaningless, may be proclaimed 
amid these short-run, shifting, defensive gestures. Such piece- 
meal agitation is now the political substance of American liberal- 
ism. Like liberals in general, the labor leaders do not connect 
specific demands with general images of the kind of society they 
want, nor do they integrate immediate demands and general 
principles into programs. 

Bipartisan Politics 

The overwhelmingly economic goals and methods of labor 
have been at the historical center of the movement in the U.S. 
In 1902, Gompers asserted that "‘it is the economic life that is to 
be remedied” and that this “should be done through the economic 
life and through no other medium.” All “political intervention in 
industrial affairs” was to him either political juggling or the 
bungling of politicians. With the New Deal period, however, 
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political means began to be used to gain traditional economic 
ends, these political means being well within the prevailing two- 
party system. 

There are several available types of political means even for 
the pursuit of economic objectives: (1) lobbying and pressuring 
without an independent party, which oddly enough is known 
as the non-partisan tactic and which has always been the major 
strategy of the U.S. labor unions; (2) the independent electoral 
party, founded by or consistently backed by labor and represent- 
ing the interests of labor. These are the only two tactics U.S. 
labor has considered, even momentarily. There is a third possibil- 
ity: (3) the independent revolutionary party. 

The lobbyist, in general, wants to secure his position; the elec- 
toral party wants to reform specific features of the society; the 
revolutionary party would transform the structure of society. 
Each of these three orientations tends to see one or both of the 
others as subordinate means. 

The revolutionist will be for reform in order to strengthen his 
chances, but not by way of compromise. He will work for tem- 
porary guarantees if they do not hamper his independence of 
action, but he does not believe that his long-run interests can be 
guaranteed short of the transformation of society. Occasionally 
the electoral party man may talk vaguely of such a transforma- 
tion, but often he finds the consolidation and protection of his 
position necessary for the reform of the existing social structure. 
The lobbyist wants nothing of any transformation of social struc- 
ture, but when it will guarantee his interests, he is for reform. 

When the independent party and the lobbyist act for the same 
ends, the reform is generally also a guarantee. For instance, the 
reform of the public school system may improve the educational 
level of the worker, but presumably it also improves the union s 
chances of maintaining its position. A minimum wage law wins 
the esteem of the worker while buttressing his image of the 
union. Reforms and guarantees differ in that reforms generally 
run over a longer period of time and affect power positions only 
indirectly. x 
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American labor has confined itself primarily to the role of 
mugwump and lobbyist, pressuring within and between the two 
major parties and upon the administrative process to guarantee 
its gains and secure more economic reform: the liberal economic 
perspective of business-labor co-operation has thus been paral- 
leled in the political arena. 

No matter at what point the pressure is exerted, its content 
is always the promise of labor votes and sometimes direct or in- 
direct donation. The non-partisan lobbying machine invariably 
bargains for men and programs that it thinks might be favorable 
toward labor. This approach to the political arena is typically 
American. It assumes that politicians afe opportunistic creatures 
who, if they need labor support, will become efEective political 
instruments of labor. 

The constitution of the AFL states flatly: ‘Tarty politics, 
whether they be DeTftiocratic, Repubhcan, Socialistic, Populistic,” 
and so on, “shall have no place in the Conventions of the Ameri- 
can Federation of Labor.” In the late Eighties an AFL conven- 
tion again denounced “poUtical programs.” By the turn of the 
century, it was finally recognized officially that members of the 
AFL, along with the rest of the citizens, did have the right to 
use the ballot as they saw fit, and that it would be a good idea 
to elect friends and not enemies, regardless of party. This could 
have two legitimate purposes: (1) to push along the legislative 
demands of the AFL, and (2) “to secure an impartial judiciary 
that will not govern us by arbitrary injunctions of the courts nor 
act as the plain tools of corporate wealth.” 

Since it first appointed a legislative representative to Washing- 
ton in 1895, the AFL has lobbied. But during the first decades 
of the twentieth century, when business organizations, such as 
the NAM, were killing many of labor’s demands, it had little 
success. 

The 1906 campaign was the first in which the AFL participated 
on a national scale. The city and state units of the AFL have 
exerted most of the continuous pressure. Here, there is the same 
tactic: labor leaders attempt to deliver the labor vote in return 
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for coiicessions and favors from the local machines. In some large 
cities, labor unions are part of the very belt-lines and cogwheels 
of these machines. 

These political views are part of the business unionism that 
has prevailed; they stick to economics and stay out of political 
government. Even in the New Deal period, the AFL leaders 
feared that government intervention and reforms might weaken 
the need for labor unions and might, moreover, encroach upon 
the standard American liberties. The business unionist thus bor- 
rows from the ideology of the nineteenth-century entrepreneur 
and the present-day practical right: government should be a 
fair policeman of a fair struggle fought by economic means over 
economic ends. However, under nineteenth-century conditions 
the entrepreneur, indirectly subsidized by government, didn’t 
need to play politics. 

The business unionist says: "Reward your friends and punish 
your enemies: that is all the politics we need.” He borrows this 
perspective from the boss of the American political machine. 

More progressive union leaders may present such views in the 
guise of social work. David Dubinsky, who took his union out of 
the socialist tradition into the New Deal constellation, says: 
"Labor should be a social pressure group, pushing its views on 
great social questions, lobbying for progressive legislation, keep- 
ing our society in balance. Labor must be in social politics, not 
in party politics.” Such views generalize for society the arrange- 
ments by which a union keeps a small-scale industry in balance 
and away from cutthroat competition. That is why one garment 
leader, wise to the shape of big business, has commented: *The 
future of the American workers does not rest with the garment 
unions.” 

Consciously or unconsciously, underlying the strategies and 
ideas of many labor leaders, is an image of political reality as a 
pluralist system of interests which balance each other in shifting 
compromise. It is the idea of natural harmony carried from the 
economic into the political sphere— like so many other liberal 
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images, reflecting the idealized version of late eighteenth- and 
nineteenth-century economic society. 

In full flower, such a pluralist vision would by-pass the state; 
each big organized interest bloc would make its own deals with 
the other blocs. Each is acknowledged to have its rights and its 
just share of authority. If the distribution of authority and rights 
is explicitly and tolerantly recognized by all the entrenched 
interests, and somehow cemented by good will, everything will 
be all right. An elaborate net of giant deals, made outside the 
jurisdiction of the state, underpins the social and political struc- 
ture. And the interests involved in these deals, especially cor- 
porate business and corporate labor, are not voluntary but sover- 
eign groups. They regulate themselves, they regulate the so- 
ciety as an economic and political whole; their leaders run the 
show. 

The pluralist vie"^ is the lobbying, non-partisan view ex- 
panded. The spokesmen for U.S. unions are now using its tech- 
niques in only a small way, and with them they are busy losing 
out. 

From Ideas to Politics 

Having no explicit ideology, the American labor leaders bor- 
row convenient fragments of various brands of liberal ideologies. 
Not only their action but their reasoning is opportunistic. There- 
fore unions as organizations, with their present position in the 
flow of history and the constellation of power, pursue such ends 
as are immediately desired with such means as are immediately 
available. The leader will work for pure and simple unionism, 
for better wages and conditions, and the security of his union, 
since it is an organization living perilously in a hostile environ- 
ment. This line of explanation— the character and the position of 
the organization— is the most adequate one with which to under- 
stand the labor leader. 

But the other level of explanation— the personal plane— should 
not be by-passed, even though, from the standpoint of sociologi- 
cal determinism, it seems romantic. The personal explanation 
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supplements the organizational. With it the expedient and frag- 
mentary conduct of the labor leader is explained in terms of his 
career and the type of man he becomes by virtue of his life and 
leadership in the American trade union. 

The main thread of this psychological explanation is that, in 
the career of the labor leader, there is a shift from political ideas 
to practical politics, both in connection with the program the 
leader may fight for within the union and the program for which 
he may attempt to have the union fight. The case of the older 
generation of labor leaders differs from that of the younger just 
as their careers differ. But eventually both find themselves in 
the necessarily compromising situation of the practical politician. 

His political coloration and the changes which the U.S. labor 
leader undergoes are most clear-cut in those careers that began 
between 1900 and 1920, when socialist ideas and ideals were 
much in the air, when New Dealism had not yet sidetracked 
socialist political goals and obfuscated the strategies designed 
for realizing them. 

To prove that many trade union leaders of the older genera- 
tion began as men of radical ideas, we can name names and 
quote from documents, but only one statistical point is known: 
as late as the middle Twenties, during the La Follette campaign, 
some 42 per cent of the labor leaders were affiliated with third 
parties of one sort or another. This compares with less than 10 
per cent of the labor leaders in the middle Forties. 

To belong to a “third party” is not necessarily to have political 
ideas, but it does mean exposure to ideas, for third parties are 
usually built more on ideology than patronage. 

The drift from radical ideas to practical politics is also appar- 
ent in the careers of the newer generation of leaders, a great 
many of whom have never known minority party life. In 1924, 
when four out of ten labor leaders were in some minority party, 
the younger men were still in high school or grammar school. 
Yet many of the men who came into the union world out of the 
upheavals of the Thirties began as grass roots militants. Their 
images of what they were working for may not have been well 
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thought out or very systematic but they were urgent about what 
they were doing. In all this, they reflected the mood and capac- 
ity of sections of the hard-pressed rank and file whom they 
organized. 

For a time, in their careers, the best of the older generation 
possessed both strong will and organized vision, but the best 
of the younger generation has always had more of the first than 
of the second. Few of them had an ideology; they simply saw 
things in terms of what they were called upon to do as militant 
labor leaders in Flint, Akron, and Detroit and in the steel and 
coal hamlets, but for this little time they acted as if they saw 
things whole. 

Fewer of these younger men have foreign-bom backgrounds, 
so fewer are likely to have a tradition of clearly formulated 
radical ideas. They were motivated by indignation; and they 
drew support from,"hnd in turn led, rank-and-file militants. But 
such militancy is not of toduring character. It wears out the 
leader; and if it does not quickly win through to security, it 
peters out among the rank and file, who become indijfferent or 
passively resigned. 

Three mechanisms facilitate the movement of a labor leader 
from ideas to politics. These affect all who make that move, the 
older as well as the newer generation. 

I. If a man with ideas rises to the head of a union, he almost 
invariably comes up against both factional fights among leaders 
and mass passivity among members. 

Caucuses are formed and his attention becomes focused 
mainly upon the opposition within the union. In order to do any- 
thing, he reasons, he must somehow gain control of the caucuses. 
This, in reality, is identical with strengthening his own position 
within the union. He must make deals with various locals and 
intra-union factions. More often than not, such deals involve 
compromising whatever program he would like to pursue. Thus, 
in order to hold his own within a union that began democrati- 
cally, the labor leader must evolve from man of ideas to practi- 
cal politician. According to those who kept their ideas and now 
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have no power, he becomes a careerist and a ‘‘union politician 
trying to hold on to his job.” 

Not all unions experience factional fights; such fights may be 
signs of rank-and-file vigor. Yet in the historical balance sheet, 
mass passivity probably outweighs the need for compromise in 
factional deals in the labor leader s transit from ideas to poli- 
tics. The failure of left political movements in America is an 
important factor in the de-radicalization of the labor leader. 

n. By the very weight of its success in organizing, and of its 
need for security, the labor union tends to go through an adap- 
tive process which directly affects the kind of leader who suc- 
ceeds in keeping his power. This process, with business unionism 
in general, represents the main line of development in the union 
world-adaptation to American society. 

Many a union has grown, as one proud labor historian says 
of an older union, from “a small union, bounded by its own 
little labor and radical world, into a great institution of labor, 
which is an integral part of the American community.” This 
process is even more dramatic in the case of recent unions, such 
as steel. Men, such as Golden and Ruttenberg, who participated 
in the great steel drives, apparently had to adapt quickly to the 
changes in the union after it secured a number of contracts: 

“John Witherspoon and Bud Barton, unlike many other bel- 
ligerent local union leaders, have become able contract adminis- 
trators. Bud is more comfortable now in a suit coat and vest. 
John still likes his chew of tobacco, but he now wears hats that 
fit him, and his appearance inspires confidence. The union has 
made them substantial citizens in their community. Both found it 
hard to change over from fighting management at every step to 
co-operating on the basis of equality. They did so slowly and 
carefully, lest in so doing they lose the confidence of their fol- 
lowing. For several months they floundered until they learned 
how to be constructive leaders of men. They found that acting 
as the spokesmen for the hates and grievances of a group of work- 
ers is easy. All they had to do, then, was to give vocal expression 
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to the popular attitudes of the group. The job of giving the same 
group constructive guidance, often entailing unpopular acts, they 
found to be much more trying. It is a mark of distinction that 
Barton and Witherspoon made this transition, because most mili- 
tant local union leaders, who rise to the surface in the organiza- 
tion stage of unions, fall by the side when the union moves into 
the stager of constructive relations with management.” The union 
has found it necessary to implement this transition by organizing 
the selection of leaders, by sending special instructors from head- 
quarters to train leaders for the locals. 

As within the union, so between the union and the business 
world, success also requires adaptation to the stability of con- 
tracts and deals. If the original program was radical, there must 
be compromise. Deals, sometimes in the form of contracts, some- 
times in other form§, must be made with other leaders within 
the union and outside it rather than continuously rallying the 
people in the union around the leader by the assertion of a 
program. 

in. His success and retention of power in the union carry 
direct implications for the role of the labor leader in the com- 
munity at large. Becoming ^‘contract administrators,” the steel 
workers stated, made the local leaders ‘‘substantial citizens of 
their community.” This is typical, for as the union grows and 
becomes more firmly knit into community life, that is to say, 
the middle-class life of the small businessman, local officers “in 
various parts of the country serve with business, church, and 
social leaders on boards of philanthropic and educational insti- 
tutions, and are active in civic bodies of all sorts,” including the 
Chamber of Commerce and the Masons. In short, the union leader 
becomes a big shot and acts with the responsibility required 
of such standard types of spokesmen. 

These mechanisms often work slowly. Life in the union seems 
to gnaw at the radicals' defenses, a little at a time; the leader 
is beaten without having known that a battle was going on. This 
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is not merely an American phenomenon. It is also typical of the 
political course of the German labor movement and of its leaders, 
right up to the Hitler debacle; it came to its German climax on 
May 2, 1933, when storm troopers occupied trade union head- 
quarters. It is true also of the union movement in Britain. At 
twenty-six, Bevin organized the unemployed of Bristol; at fifty- 
six, he organized the labor force of Britain for war, for the 
cabinet of Mr. Churchill. 

If this political line of development is typical, and will con- 
tinue, then the labor leader’s shift from political ideas and the 
will to carry them out to the fumbling confusion and false se- 
curity of practical politics carries a great freight of meaning for 
the future shape of American society. The unions, as agencies 
of protest for the worker, absorb the leaders of that protest, the 
only men who could give it the focus, force, and continuity that 
is needed to accomplish a durable and bearable situation. In 
acquiring this economic agency, the workers lose the men 
among them who might make political protest effective. 

The labor leaders are lured into power, and once there, plied 
with troubles and insecurity. The radical man who enters the 
labor movement loses his political virginity; that is to be ex- 
pected of those who traflSc with basic relations, no matter how 
lightly. Yet in losing his political virginity, the labor leader, like 
Dreiser’s country girl in the great city, often becomes the whore 
of power. 

There is nothing spectacular in all this: it is the cumulative 
effect of little things. And there is nothing peculiarly labor- 
leaderish about it. All insurgents who become spokesmen thereby 
lose their insurgency. Yet it is somehow easier to excuse in the 
others: they are not leaders of a protest of such proportion; they 
follow the main drift with a certain fitness and pleasure, feeling 
there is something to gain from it, which there often is. But 
the labor leader represents the only potentially hberating mass 
force; and as he becomes a man in politics, like the rest, he for- 
gets about political ideas. Politics as he comes to know it has 
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to do with big power relations that pay off small potatoes in 
short runs of time. Genuine political ideas are programs uniting 
principles with step-by-step demands. Programs take time; of the 
long meantime, the labor leader is afraid; he crawls again into 
politics-as-usual. 



CHAPTER TEN 


PARTY TIES 


THE BI-PARTISAN poIicy of the unions is ofiBcial, which means that 
for many labor leaders it has become mythical. Despite their 
liberal rhetoric, as men on the heights, the leaders of American 
labor are neither political teetotalers nor non-partisan. "There 
are enough labor bodies and union oflBcials about the premises,*’ 
it has been said, "so that every candidate can boast of a number 
of endorsements and of a coterie of labor oflBcials in his retinue.” 
In recent national political campaigns, the Teamsters’ Tobin was 
sitting in with the Democrats, the Carpenters’ Hutcheson and 
the Plumbers’ Coefield sat in with the Republicans. These labor 
leaders belong to various committees and perform errands for the 
national party high commands; as political partisans, they serve 
partisan party interests. 

The Lineup 

OflBcially, in accordance with the ideas of Samuel Gompers, 
the labor leader as the head of his union may endorse any can- 
didate who is, or who is expected to be, a friend of labor. If this 
were carried out strictly, no labor leader would answer our ques- 
tion about the party to which he belongs by naming the Re- 
publicans, the Democrats, pr some third party. He would answer 
"Independent” or "Gompers’ policy” or "any candidate support- 
ing labor”; we shall term it the bi-partisan line. 

Yet, when we asked the leaders of the AFL and the CIO 
about their party aflBliations, only about one-fourth said they 
had no party; three-quarters named specific parties to which they 
belonged. Here is the party lineup of the labor leaders; 
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In both the AFL and CIO, 
the bulk of the leaders are 
registered Democrats. There 
are, however, differences: 
there are more Democrats 
and slightly more third-party 
member^ in the CIO, and 
there are more Republicans ai 


AFL CIO 

Democratic 51% 65% 

Bi-partisan 26 19 

Republican 19 7 

Third party . 4 9 

Total cases . . . . 222 175 

I followers of the bi-partisan line 


in the AFL. 


The labor leaders are not aligned politically as is the general 
population. In the last five presidential elections, neither the 
Democrats nor the Republicans have been able to gain more than 
a 5 per cent lead over the other party, and the third-party vote 
has remained less than 1 per cent. But among the labor leaders, 
the Democrats hav^ a rather heavy majority over the Republi- 
cans; and, relatively speaking, and in view of the possibilities 
that prevail, there is a sizable "third-party’’ vote. 

This general pattern of political party differences between the 
AFL and the CIO leaders holds on each level of leadership. 
There are more Republicans and generally more bi-partisans in 
the AFL and more Democrats and third-party members in the 
CIO. But vvdthin each bloc there are interesting variations among 
third-party members and those following the bi-partisan policy. 



Natl 

AFL 

State 

City 

Natl 

CIO 

State 

City 

Democratic . . 

. 36% 

55% 

56% 

54% 

70% 

67% 

Bi-partisan . . 

. 41 

17 

23 

20 

18 

19 

Republican . . 

. 16 

26 

19 

6 

7 

8 

Third party . 

7 

2 

2 

20 

5 

6 

Total cases . . 

, 56 

42 

124 

35 

44 

96 


In the AFL there are more bi-partisans among the national 
than among the state and city leaders. In the CIO on the national 
level there are more third-party members than on the lower CIO 
levels. 
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These tendencies seem strongest among the most powerful men 
in the American labor world, the presidents of the internationals: 

In the CIO 24 per cent of 
these top leaders belong to 
third parties compared to only 
7 per cent in the AFL, In the 
AFL presidential group over 
half of the leaders are ghosts 
of Gompers as compared to 
24 per cent of the CIO presi- 
dents. 

The Gompers men are more often found at the tops of the 
union hierarchies than on the lower levels. Whereas only 24 per 
cent of all AFL leaders are bi-partisan, 52 per cent of tlie presi- 
dents of the AFL internationals are; and in the CIO, where the 
over-all figure is 17 per cent, that for the presidents is 24 per cent. 
This points up one function that the non-partisan policy serves 
within the union: since the afiiliations of the lower leaders, not to 
mention members, are mixed, it is often more advisable for the 
top leaders, who have the task of holding the union together, to 
be non-partisan. In this way they can mediate between local 
endorsements and the complex and protective tie-ins of the vari- 
ous organizations. 

There is a traditional feeling among these ghosts of Gompers. 
They are the older men, in the movement for a much longer time 
than those who willingly express party afliliation. Considering 
this, and their politically perilous position in the union world, it 
is not diflBcult to understand why they cling to the position which 
over the years has seemed the safest for labor leaders. Certainly 
there is no evidence that they are model independent citizens who 
make up their own minds on the merits of each case. Such people 
are likely to be highly educated, but the ghosts of Gompers are 
among those labor leaders with the least formal schooling. 

The political lineup makes plain the basic character of the split 
between the CIO and the AFL leaders. The diiBFerence in union 



AFL 

ao 

Democratic 

19 % 

52 % 

Bi-partisan . . . 

52 

24 

Republican 

22 


Third party 

. . 7 

24 

Total cases . . 

27 

21 
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affiliation is the most important we have found in determining 
the labor leaders’ political ties. Specific opinions do not seem to 
be closely associated with membership in given parties. There 
are, for instance, no strong differences among Republicans, Dem- 
ocrats, bi-partisans, or third-party members over the threat of 
fascism or over the relative estimates of the power of business 
and labcrt: in national affairs. Of course, more of the present third- 
party members believe that third parties are best for the interests 
of labor, both now and in the years to come. In the CIO, third- 
party members show a tendency to feel that the threat of fascism 
is stronger; yet, in the AFL, the Repubhcans are the most fearful 
of fascism. The existing parties are not ideological in character 
and the labor leader s party affiliations do not form any consistent 
ideological pattern. 

The most determining factor of the labor leader’s affiliation, 
when he has one, is whether he belongs to the AFL or to the CIO. 
Yet it might be expected that some of the differences in party 
affiliation within each bloc, as well as between them, might be 
due to the same causes known to operate among the mass popu- 
lation, such as age, education, and social standing. Not one of 
these traits seems to influence the party affiliations of the Ameri- 
can labor leader. Once we take into account whether the leader 
belongs to the AFL or to the CIO, other factors become less 
important. However, three factors do seem to affect party affilia- 
tions within the general influence exerted by the union blocs. 

I. The peculiar regionalism of American political institutions 
is reflected in the lineup of the labor leaders, just as it is in the 
general population and doubtless in other elite groups. The 
Northeast is the only geographical area where any sizable third- 
party bloc exists. About one-fifth of the CIO leaders on all levels 
in the Northeast belonged to the A.L.P. in 1946. The concentra- 
tion of Democratic Party loyalty appears in the South and the 
West where about seven out of ten of the labor leaders in both 
blocs are affiliated Democrats. The remaining three are either 
Republicans or follow Gompers. 
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In the Middle West, mainly in and around Colonel McCor- 
mick’s Chicago, despite the Democratic inclinations of that city, 
the proportion of non-partisan labor leaders is greatest. Here 
almost four out of ten AFL leaders and three out of ten CIO 
leaders claim to have no party. In part this undoubtedly reflects 
their attempt to straddle the local-national party issues. 

n. The nativity of the labor leaders is a factor in their politics. 
Those who have foreign-born fathers or who are themselves 
foreign-born appear to be more politically liberal. Thirteen per 
cent of the foreign-bom AFL leaders are in a third party as 
against 2 per cent of native birth; in the CIO, 42 per cent of 
foreign extraction are third-party members as against 3 per cent 
of native birth. 

Nativity does not seem to make much difference in the Gom- 
pers policy, held more or less intact for many years by early 
foreign-bom U.S. labor leaders. But among those who do ajBBliate, 
the closer they are by birth to European tradition, the more likely 
they are to be members of third parties and the less likely they 
are to be Republicans. 

m. A third factor in political party affiliation is the occupa- 
tion of the father. These differences are slight but suggestive. 
Within the AFL, 60 per cent of the leaders whose fathers were 
white-collar employees or small businessmen are Democrats, as 
compared with 44 per cent of those whose fathers were workers. 
Eighteen per cent of the leaders of white-collar extraction are 
bi-partisan as against 36 per cent of those from wage-working 
families. 

In the CIO, higher class extraction seems to push the indi- 
vidual toward more liberal or radical political affiliation: 12 per 
cent of those from white-collar families, as against 6 per cent of 
those from wage-workers are members of third parties. We shall 
consider this again when we take up the third-party issue itself. 

Regardless of political adaptation to regional politics, differ- 
ences caused by nativity, or the possibility that the leaders of 
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relatively higher occupational origin are more liberal or radical, 
the outstanding fact remains: the basic split on party aflBliation 
is between the AFL and the CIO leaders. 

Standard personal and social causes do not uniformly deter- 
mine the political aflBliation of the labor leader nor explain the 
fact that seven out of ten labor leaders belong to one or the other 
of the nfajor parties. Nor does the party aflBliation of the labor 
leader determine his ideology. Both party aflBliation and ideology 
are determined by machine-like adherence to the political pattern 
of each union bloc. Apparently there is more political discipline 
within each bloc than one might gather^from inspection of formal 
organizational charts or from listening to anecdotes of cliques 
and struggles. The present-day leader of American labor is over- 
whelmingly machine-minded and patronage-minded; he is utterly 
American in his polyics. To him politics usually means just about 
what it means to an American political machine boss in Chicago 
or Memphis, It is, nevertheless, interesting to know what the 
labor leaders as a strategic elite think about the two major politi- 
cal parties today— in particular, if they see any diflferences in 
party labor policies. 

Views of the Major Parties 

"Of course, there are individual exceptions in both parties,'’ 
we said to the labor leaders, “but taking the Republican and the 
Democratic Party leadership as a whole, do you feel that nation- 
ally, the two parties stand for about the same labor policies, or 
for diflFerent labor policies?” They could answer: “about the 
same," “much the same but with real diflPerences,” or “quite dif- 
ferent." 

This question is of course quite formal: it cannot be directly 
answered in such a way as to tell us which of the parties the 
labor leader thinks is good and which bad in its labor policies, 
or whether both are either bad or good. Furthermore, as analysis 
of the answers showed, the question does not permit the kind of 
qualified answer many men prefer. For instance, many labor 
leaders feel the Democratic Party is diflFerent and better except 
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for its Southern wing, which they feel is as bad as the Republi- 
cans. A man who feels that way might answer: “much the same 


but with real differences,” or “quite different.' 
question is therefore limited. 

” The value 

of the 

The two parties are: 

AFL 

CIO 

About the same 

52% 

28% 

Much the same, but with real differences . 

26 

26 

Quite different 

42 

46 

Total cases 

227 

174 


The answers given do not diflfer between AFL and CIO leaders 
or between the various levels of leadership in each organization. 
Four out of ten labor leaders think the two major parties are 
quite diflFerent in ^.heir labor policies, almost three out of ten are 
on the fence, another three out of ten think they are about the 
same. 

The leaders who think the two parties differ in labor policies 
are more likely to be Democrats; those who believe the two par- 
ties have the same labor policies are more inclined to be bi- 
partisan or AFL Republicans. These differences might be ex- 
pected, however, and none of them are very large. 

By examining the detailed comments made by the labor leaders 
in their answers, we can gain more insight into the motivations 
and methods of their reasoning. The most frequent comment 
made is that “after all, the policies of the Democrats are more 
favorable to labor than those of the Republicans.” In the 146 
detailed comments examined, only three labor leaders said that 
the Republican labor policy was better. These three used the 
roundabout argument that a Republican administration would 
make business better and thus benefit the labor unions. 

A great deal of pro-Democrat sentiment rests on memory: 
“The labor unions grew under the Democratic Party leadership 
. . . and,” the comments hopefully project into the future, “are 
continuing to grow.” 
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The Republicans are seen as “working for the manufactur- 
ers .. . “they definitely represent capital,” and as having 
“never sincerely approved or adopted a beneficial labor policy.” 
The interesting point about such comments is that Republicans, 
as well as bi-partisans, make them. 

The Democratic Party is often supported as the lesser of two 
evils, but more by CIO than AFL leaders: “The forces of reac- 
tion are working in both parties . . . but at the present time, 
such forces predominate in the Republican Party.” They see the 
Republican Party as “reactionary and anti-labor,” while the Dem- 
ocratic is “expediently pro-labor.” “Thei:wo parties,” says another 
labor leader, “are much alike. I have seen them exchange plat- 
form planks, but the Republicans are more frequently against 
labor.” 

There are two furfiier groups of commenting labor leaders. One 
is intolerant of both parties and thinks both are bad. The other is 
tolerant of both parties, thinks there is good and bad in each, and 
has faith that, in the end, the two-party system will bring more 
good than bad. 

The intolerant ones say, “Both parties represent big business 
and would delight in being able to establish the open shop.” “The 
Democratic Party,” comments another, “is the war party; it is 
used by big business to profess a mild liberalism so as to gain 
popular support when a new war is planned.” “The differences 
are far too microscopic to matter.” The tolerant ones say, “In 
both parties there are men with social vision and understanding 
of the needs of the nation. Personal attitudes rather than party 
declarations control.” 

The most striking impression is the lack of ideological consist- 
ency displayed by so many labor leaders. Many Republicans feel 
quite strongly that the Democratic Party has a more pro-labor 
line; many bi-partisans are bitterly partisan; many Republicans, 
Democrats, and bi-partisans believe both parties are very bad in- 
deed for laboFs interests, that labor desperately needs a labor 
party, yet continue to be what they have been. 
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The Labor Vote 

The mugwumps and lobbyists of labor cling to their political 
ways for practical and expedient reasons, often consciously sacri- 
ficing their beliefs. The immediate advisability of their course 
thus rests heavily upon the reliability of their deals. 

Often labor s hold over its candidate is weak. The primary 
loyalties of the politician are to his party; any interest group must 
be a very strong factor in the success of that party to share in 
those loyalties. In general, given the structure of party loyalties, 
the more labor is continuously in the higher councils and ma- 
chines of the party, the more it can count on stable support from 
politicians. That support is a largely expedient matter; it depends 
upon whether the politician believes labor s power is a major 
factor in his election and whether he needs the labor leaders' 
endorsement to win. The reliability of the deals thus depends 
upon whether labor leaders can deliver the labor vote. 

We only have scattered anecdotal evidence: the few statistical 
findings are hard to interpret because they pertain to the Roose- 
velt era. Until the early Forties, Roosevelt was so strong among 
wage workers that it was not clear whether the unions delivered 
the vote or whether wage workers would vote Democratic in any 
case. A Democratic politician s hold on the labor vote did not 
then depend upon his endorsement by labor leaders. 

The most severe test of any labor leader s ability to deliver the 
vote occurred in 1940, when John L. Lewis repudiated Roosevelt 
and called for the election of Willkie. "If Roosevelt is re-elected," 
said Lewis, "it will mean that the members of the Congress of 
Industrial Organizations have rejected my advice and recom- 
mendation." The national vote for Roosevelt dropped 7.5 per cent 
from the 1936 figure. But in 63 carefully selected counties and 
14 towns where CIO members predominated among the voters, 
it dropped only 6.2 per cent. As a matter of fact, Roosevelt ran 
well ahead of his national percentage in CIO industrial regions 
and cities. John L. Lewis resigned his presidency of the CIO. 
Again in the 1946 elections, only 5 per cent of the Congressmen 
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whom the CIO was determined to defeat lost; but 40 per cent of 
those whom the CIO tried to re-elect were defeated. 

Even the most potent labor leader cannot necessarily count on 
union members to follow his decisions about political candidates. 
Unions are not now set up that way; motives for joining and be- 
ing good members are not primarily political. It would seem, 
however, that more union than non-union wage workers con- 
sistently vote for a Democratic Party candidate. Here are the 
proportions of wage workers who voted Democratic out of the 
total major party vote cast in three presidential years; 


Year 

Non-Union 

Union 

TOTAL 

Members 

AFL CIO 

1944 

56% 

72% 

69% 

78% 

1940 . .. 

. . , 64% 

72% 

71% 

79% 

1936 . . . 

.. . .72% 

80% 

80% 

85% 


The Democratic vote among wage workers declines over the pe- 
riod; but in all three elections, more of the union members, espe- 
cially within the CIO, voted the Democratic ticket than did non- 
union wage workers. Belonging to a union has the same effect 
on white-collar workers where, in fact, it makes an even bigger 
difference. 

A more direct question has been asked the public: "As you 
know, the CIO unions through their Political Action Committee 
are trying to elect a lot of Congressmen. If you knew that a candi- 
date for Congress was backed by the CIO, would you be more 
likely to vote for him or less likely?’" The question is ambiguous. 
One does not know whether it is the CIO or the PAC that is being 
reacted to more, nor what the reaction would be to an AFL man. 
Here are the results; 

Non-Union Union Members 


AFL CIO 

More likely 12% 20% 47% 

Uncertain 24 25 25 

Less likely 64 55 28 

Total 100% 100% 100% 
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About 25 per cent of each of the groups are uncertain, and this 
proportion is large enough to swing an election. Even among the 
CIO, less than half were willing to say that such support would 
make them more likely to vote for the proposed candidate. The 
AFL reaction is, of course, a further reflection of the split be- 
tween the two organizations. Only one-fifth would back a CIO 
candidate, which means that they are almost as politically anti- 
CIO as the general non-union public. Union membership is not 
synonymous with political belief. The split in labor's ranks is a 
serious obstacle to its bargaining power with knowing politicians 
on the national level and probably in many localities. 

Effects of the New Deal 

Recent labor politics have not been bi-partisan but strongly 
pro-Democratic. Third-party politics have been weak and scat- 
tered. These are two parts of the same development: both are 
largely explained by the New Deal's effect upon the politics of 
labor. 

The New Deal picked up and modified many old radical, third- 
party ideas and put them into a halting kind of practice. Minority 
party ideas often have that fate and as a consequence the minor- 
ity parties themselves tend to decline or disappear. The New 
Deal destroyed any reason-for-being of a national third party. 
That administration, and in particular Roosevelt himself, side- 
tracked independent labor organization in politics on an im- 
mense scale. Of all the spokesmen, Roosevelt— so far the major 
party politician of the twentieth century— was the most expert 
with the liberal rhetoric. 

In the early Thirties, when the slump began to go deep, labor 
unions found, as they always have during depressions, that eco- 
nomic strategies alone are not enough. In several cities labor 
parties emerged out of lost strikes, but after the New Deal suc- 
cesses, their chance was gone. During the Thirties, independent 
labor parties were supported in only two states, in each case 
functioning primarily as Roosevelt adjuncts. 

The Minnesota Farmer-Labor Party was able to persuade the 
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support of the Democratic national slate. A Non-Partisan League 
was founded to help the Democrats with the 1936 election. But 
by 1938 the AFL had left and it was a CIO instrument, a proto- 
type of the later PAC. The New York branch of the League grew 
up into the American Labor Party, which helped elect both 
Roosevelt and Governor Lehman. 

The story of one large international of socialist background is 
especially revelatory. Throughout its history, both leaders and 
rank and file of the ILGWU had supported the Socialist Party. 
Few leaders in this union were without strong political and 
ideological conviction. Schlesinger, Hoehman, and Dubinsky had 
been Socialist Party members, Sigman and L. Levy had been 
Anarchists, and Communists had been prominent in the union. 

During the later Thirties under Dubinsky, the top leadership 
of the ILGWU was''de-politicized. Dubinsky showed the way by 
resigning from his life-long membership in the Socialist Party in 
1936. With his great “resourcefulness as a tactician,” says a quasi- 
official biographer, he realized “the best way to liquidate the 
remnants of factionalism was to set the example of disaffiliation 
from the old-line radical movements. He became a presidential 
elector in the Democratic Party of New York, which is a very 
different thing from belonging to a political faction within the 
labor movement. Most of the other leaders of the International 
followed suit. 

“All the leaders of the International became politically New 
Dealers,” this labor historian continues, “and in New York virtu- 
ally all of them joined the American Labor Party, which was not 
a party but a tactical device of the New Deal to promote its own 
political fortunes in New York.” The American Labor Party, 
founded in New York State, “was just the thing the Interna- 
tional had been looking for. Being nothing but a political in- 
strument of the New Deal, it gave the International a chance 
of combining all-out support of the Roosevelt Administration 
with its own traditional belief in ‘independent’ political action. 
Everybody in the union— conservatives, centrists, radicals— hailed 
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the ALP as the promise of an American counterpart of the British 
Labor Party/^ 

The socialist background of the ILGWU makes this case most 
striking, but the shift was made everywhere. The labor leaders^ 
uncritical devotion to the New Deal is accounted for by their 
organizing successes during its life. They are enthusiastic about 
any administration under which their unions grow five- or six- 
fold in almost as many years. Politically, the New Deal just suited 
the labor leaders, especially those who did not know what they 
wanted to do politically but felt they ought to do something. 
Roosevelt offered them a chance to be safe, respectable, and yet 
politically active. 

Nineteen-twenly-four was the peak year for labor s third party; 
in a later chapter we shall examine this campaign in detail. But 
between 1924 and 1946 something happened: 


AFL IND. CIO 

1924 1946 1924 1946 

Democratic 21 % 51 % 7 % 65 % 

Republican 16 19 7 7 

Bi-partisan 26 26 14 19 

Third parties 37 4 72 9 

Total cases 320 222 43 


The composition and types of the third parties are, of course, 
quite different for the two years. In 1924 “third parties” meant, 
for all the leaders combined, 17 per cent Progressives and 25 
per cent various labor parties. By 1946, the third parties to which 
the labor leaders belonged were merely appendages and labor 
fronts of the Democratic Party rather than independent political 
organizations of labor. Most were in the American Labor and 
Liberal Parties of New York, a few were old-line socialists, and 
one admitted Communist Party membership.^ 

In these crucial years, the shift from third parties to the Demo- 
cratic Party is decisive. Even in the AFL, there is twice as high 

^ See Chapter Eleven: Communists and Labor Leaders. 
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a proportion, 51 against 21 per cent, of Democrats in 1946 than 
in 1924. Third-party members drop seven-fold: from 37 to 4 per 
cent. In 1924, there was no CIO; the only comparable organiza- 
tions are independents. This is a possible historical basis of com- 
parison, for it too reveals the change in political coloration that 
comes with movement from smaller into larger, more successful 
unions. The proportion of Democrats increases nine-fold: from 
7 per cent to 65 per cent; the proportion of third-party members 
drops from 72 to 9 per cent. 

In AFL, CIO and independent unions, the proportions of 
leaders who are bi-partisan or Republican remains much the 
same: the main shift is from third party to Democratic. 

The New Deal made no changes in the composition of the 
Democratic Party >Tn most states, localities, and in Washington, 
the Democratic Party leaders are either the same or comparable 
men. The best of the liberals now recognize that the relation of 
the New Deal to labor, like its relation to the problems of Ameri- 
can life in general, was essentially opportunistic. 

It has left no durable instrument for liberal, much less radical, 
activity; it was never radical, of course, in any sense of the word. 
Its effect has been to strengthen further the boss habits among 
labor leaders and to destroy the chances over a long time for 
independent political action by labor. The Democratic Party, as 
A. A. Berle, Jr., has recently indicated, is “not a party but a 
national aggregation of local blocs and machines, each reflecting 
and exploiting local situations, and mainly interested in local 
offices which have no bearing on national policy. . . . They agree 
chiefly on the Democratic label, on mutual respect for each other's 
patronage, and on presidential nominations.’’ 

On the other hand, the New Deal made labor big and more 
successful in the conventional pattern accepted by labor leaders 
and by political publics from liberal center to right wing. It 
helped create the new industrial aristocracy of labor. But its 
effect on the political development of labor in America was essen- 
tially to put it aside. 
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The New Deal’s effects on the ideological atmosphere in which 
the labor leader as well as other social actors must behave were 
in the liberal direction, in a sense forming part of the main drift 
to a managed economy. Many Americans have abandoned their 
naive faith in the politics of laissez-faire. 

The liberal and leftward forces ebb and flow from centraliza- 
tion to decentralization. By the early Forties these forces had 
been so centralized that no leftward man, wanting to bring pies- 
sure on the hub, could push any spokes leading to it. Liberalism 
itself, not to speak of the labor leaders, had acquired habits of 
dependency. Leftward forces would have to be built up all over 
again from the bottom, and as men began the faltering attempt 
to do this they found the heritage of New Deal ideas confusing. 
For a little time liberalism had been almost official. 

No one can make even passing comments on the political 
effects of the New Deal without mentioning how it ended. 
These, after all, are the decisive comments on it: it never solved 
the structural problems of the great slump, but in alleviating 
them here and there, acted as a shock absorber and a huge de- 
flector of more vigorous action; it ended in war, and after the war 
was done with, things were in no better shape; they were worse 
and more complicated. 

There is one point about the labor leader s political affiliations 
and problems which must be examined in detail before going 
further. It would be naive to believe that all the leaders who are 
members or close followers of the Communist Party stated their 
political affiliation as such. Nor do we believe that the influence 
of the Communist Party within American labor unions can be 
adequately revealed by answers, even if completely accurate, on 
party affiliation. More indirect methods of investigation need to 
be employed. 



CHAPTER ELEVEN 


COMMUNISTS AND LABOR LEADERS 


IT IS said there are racketeers in the AFL and that the CIO has 
Communists. Both statements are true. And there is no point in 
saying them if they are immediately followed by the standard 
liberal qualifications that have been worked out for the confusion 
and defense of both cases. There are racketeers among the leaders 
of AFL unions and there are Communists among the leaders of 
CIO unions. There are also a few Communists scattered in the 
AFL, although so far as we know, there are no conventional labor 
racketeers in the CIO. 

We have already examined the labor racketeer. We wish here 
to answer three sets of questions about the Communists: (1) What 
images of the Communists prevail among the mass public and 
among the several political publics? What are the major relations 
between the Communists and these publics? (2) What are the 
facts within the unions: How did Communists get into them? 
What types of relations do Communists have with labor leaders? 
And—the most crucial question of all— just how many labor lead- 
ers and labor unions are involved in any way with Communists 
and the Communist Party? (3) What have been the major lines 
and tactics of the Communists in the union world? What have 
they sought? 

In short, what has been and what is the political character and 
the relevance of the CP within the world of the U.S. labor unions? 

Images 

The mass public forms a huge backdrop before which the 
political publics now argue about the devious and intricate issues 
of the Communist Party. The mass public, which knows little 
or nothing about the Communists, is against them in the same 
way that it is against any radical or “un-American” idea, move- 
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merit, or institution. On the whole, however, it does not take the 
threat of Communism in this country very seriously. Between 
1937 and 1946 the mass public was asked at four diflEerent inter- 
vals whether or not it thought the United States was on the way 
to Communism. Only from 12 to 21 per cent said “Yes.” 

The greatest success of the Communist Party in the United 
States has been accomplished with the active aid and support 
of conservatives and reactionaries. Together they have made the 
mass public think that “Communist” is a synonym for ‘left” in 
general and “radical” in particular. Among the pohtical publics, 
only the practical conservatives and the conscious and uncon- 
scious fellow travelers among the liberal center use this tactic. 
But it is widely enough believed to be put down as a successful 
accomplishment. 

The images of Communists held by the mass public are ob- 
tained largely from the practical conservatives. In this, as in 
many other such matters, these small bourgeois are the respect- 
able opinion leaders of the mass public. To them, as to the public 
at large, the word “Communist” is a generahzed smear word, 
identical with other words, like radical, red, and even liberal. 
It is quite probable that a typical member of the practical right 
could not describe what it means to be a Communist, but if 
anyone speaks of public affairs in liberal ways, he is immediately 
tagged. 

On the Communist issue, as on so many others, the sophisti- 
cated conservative sees the practical right as a militant shock 
troop, is glad that it is there so that he himself may be free 
to use other methods. The most sophisticated spokesmen of the 
right take this position: First, they stress, above anything else, 
the foreign policy implications and dangers of Communism. That 
is, of course, in line with their stress on the foreign dangers to 
their American way of life. Second, and more important in the 
present context, they believe that if the labor movement is fero- 
ciously attacked and indiscriminately smeared with red paint, 
labor leaders may be forced to heed the cries of the Communists 
for unity with labor against the capitalist enemy. The point, they 



188 NEW MEN OF POWER 

continue, is to help the anti-Communist labor leaders in their 
resolute struggle against the Communists. Every ill-directed and 
foolish charge against the unions and the leaders, say the most 
sophisticated conservatives, is a rock thrown at the chief bul- 
wark against Communism: straight, non-political, American labor 
unions. ^ 

This sophisticated line is directed at the practical right, some- 
times sincerely, sometimes not; it is also aimed at the liberals 
whom the sophisticated conservatives strive to use as ideological 
shock troops, just as they try to use the practical right as prac- 
tical shock troops. 

In the liberal center some are for and some are against the 
Communists. Among those who are for, we find three types: 
Some simply are dupes: people who do not know what is in- 
volved in what others are getting them to do. These innocents 
blend imperceptibly into the two other types: the tolerant and 
the homeless ideological opportunists. \11 three, and especially 
the latter two, are repelled by the terrible word, red-baiter. The 
tolerant says: After all, the Communists have worked hard for 
many good causes; many of our best friends are Communists.’’ 
They usually are not deeply involved, but they act as transmis- 
sion belts and as fronts for the Communist network of organiza- 
tions that come and go in the curious kaleidoscopic world of 
voluntary associations. 

Many liberals today are opportunists on the CP issue: they 
are caught between a lack of political ideas and a fear of big 
business. They become fellow travelers, by default as it were, 
and in a passive way. Given their dearth of political ideas, they 
think that to criticize the Communists or even to fail to go along 
with them is to play ball with the NAM. But they are not merely 
opportunists, nor are they, despite their being caught in the col- 
lapse of liberal ideas, naive ideologically. They feel lost and 
homeless and are reduced to becoming ideological opportunists. 
Probably the shrill voice of the anti-CP liberal helps to keep them 
on this line. 

Among the anti-CP liberals there is one type who, like the 
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practical rightist, expresses his distaste in a loud, petty manner. 
It has been observed by members of the independent left that 
the practical right, the liberal center, and the Communists them- 
selves share this type of political mentality and temperament. 
Many anti-Communist liberals have simply carried over habits 
acquired during a previous stage, for many were Communists 
during the Twenties and Thirties. Having seen the error of their 
ways, they would atone in the shrillest possible voice. Not only 
do they occasionally boast about being red-baiters, but they 
inform on Communists to Congressional and other official com- 
mittees. In the end, the kind of verbal warfare they carry on 
against the Communists exploits all the prevailing strong tend- 
encies against all forms of radical activity. Nor do they hesitate 
to use and to strengthen the oflBcial agencies of reaction. They 
may believe they play their little bugles for the benefit of the 
tolerant or homeless liberal, but right wingers of all degrees are 
the ones who listen most attentively and are most pleased with 
the anti-CP tactics of the liberal center. 

The independent left is in principle anti-Communist, but 
today, apparently, it is all principle and does not act in the 
battle. The far left, however, struggles with the Communists. Its 
warfare is conducted primarily within the unions, and its fight 
is the least noisy of any public. It never draws upon conservative 
forces for ideological or active aid. Some of its best friends are 
or have been among the duped rank and file of the Communist 
Party; the more opposition-minded these party members are, the 
more friendly is the far left to them. 

The left^s tactic aims to out-compete the Communist Party 
in the political and economic spheres of the worker s life. It 
would approach the worker and explain to him, in the full con- 
text of its consistently radical program, why it is against the 
Communists, and why the worker will be misled by following 
the Communist dispensation. In its two-front war against Com- 
munist and Capitalist, the left walks an extremely difficult path. 

All the political publics and large sections of the mass public 
understand that the labor unions are the major arena for the 
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Communist battle. The other chief field of combat and intrigue 
is the culture and propaganda world, especially those forms of 
culture which are, or might become, popular or mass in distri- 
bution. But at present there is as much active opposition to the 
Communists from the labor movement as from any other single 
source. ^ 

Relations with Communists 

The majority of the American labor leaders actively or pas- 
sively fight Communists. Their motives for this fight, within as 
well as outside their unions, are mainly of three kinds; often, 
the motives of a single labor leader combine all three elements, 
or any combination of them. 

l. First, the labor leader may be against the CP ideologically. 
We have seen in detail that the opinions of the majority of labor 
leaders are not Communist in any sense of that word. A very 
great many of them are as anti-Communist as any businessman; 
and most of them, we believe, are more vigorously against the 
Communists and more consciously alert to them than the ma- 
jority of liberals. 

Ideology is not a strong point of American labor leaders, yet 
in the collapse of liberalism as a set of live ideas, they may be 
caught between pure and simple unionism on the one hand and 
half-heartedly Communist ideas on the other. In this they share 
something of the homelessness and nervelessness of many liberals, 
but unlike such hberals, labor leaders do not live by ideology. 

n. The animus of the labor leader against the Communists is 
most likely to be the same sort of feeling he has against any 
faction which is a danger to his rule of the union. In fact, he is 
likely to be more upset about the Communists than about other 
cliques because, with experience, he knows that Communists, 
usually skilled machine politicians, are hard to beat in any all-out 
factional fight. The labor leader fights Communists as he would 
any other rival faction within his union. 

m. There is another motive impelling the labor leader to fight 
Communists within the unions which combines parts of the first 
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two: Communists are bad for public relations in general, and 
in particular with the businessmen with whom the labor leader 
negotiates, the workers whom he organizes, and the federal gov- 
ernment upon which he may be dependent 

The concerted CIO drive against the Communists at the end 
of the war, intensified during 1947 and 1948, is said by respon- 
sible sources to have been undertaken, in part, at the behest of 
the war-worried government. During the late war, when Russia 
and the U.S. were officially friendly and the American Com- 
munist helped hold down wildcat strikes and enforce no-strike 
pledges, neither the government nor the union heads molested 
the Communists within the unions. But when the war ended and 
the tensions mounted between Russia and the U.S., the Com- 
munists again began to talk of "‘imperialist wars.” Then, like all 
burghers loyal to their government and hostile to dubious radi- 
cals, the CIO began its drive to oust the Communists from its 
unions. 

In his pursuit of bigger and better contracts, the business union- 
ist does not want to be stigmatized as Communist by his co- 
negotiators. Moreover, and especially if there is basis for such 
a smear, it definitely hurts organizing attempts. The case of 
Lewis Merrill, late president of the Office and Professional 
Workers (UOPWA), is in point; Communist talk definitely de- 
terred the unions attempt to organize Wall Street financial 
workers. Merrill resigned from his several important Communist- 
front posts and attempted to swing the union out of the Com- 
munist zone of influence. 

The fight waged by the labor leaders may thus serve several 
purposes at once: it makes them feel better ideologically; it is an 
attempt to kill off troublesome factions within their unions; it 
strengthens their relations with the federal administration; it 
improves their negotiation chances with business; and at least as 
a safeguard if not an outright help in their general public rela- 
tions, it may ease resistance to their organizing efforts. 

The labor leader who wants to fight the CP, for any of these 
motives, faces first the Communists themselves, who immediately 



192 NEW MEN OF POWER 

smear him as a red-baiter, even if he is further left than they, or 
rather, especially if that is so. The CP labels all its critics red- 
baiters, whether they are to the right or to the left of the current 
Communist line. The Communists would appeal to the large 
liberal center in such a way as to intimidate all their critics to 
silence. They want two kinds of people: those who are for the 
CP and those who are silent. Second, the cries raised by his at- 
tack or defense will throw against the labor leader all union- 
busters who call everything left of practical right “squabbles 
among Communists.” Often the anti-CP labor leader is squeezed 
in a rhetorical vise between fellow-traveling liberals and prac- 
tical conservatives. 

The independent and the far left, as well as the sophisticated 
conservative, understand this predicament perhaps better than 
other publics. But the-^first two are too powerless to help, and so 
far they have not brought forward any tactical ideas that the 
union leader will accept. The sophisticated conservatives, how- 
ever, are in a position to help him and from time to time they 
do. If the squeeze tightens, business unionists, having no ideol- 
ogy of their own, will find the sophisticated conservatives’ pro- 
gram an inviting salvation. 

This consideration of the major motives impelling the labor 
leader to fight the Communists and the political context of this 
fight serves as an introduction to the positive relations now exist- 
ing between labor leaders and Communists. In this aspect, more 
than in any other, numbers are crucial; for the key questions are: 
What is the character of the relations? How many of each type 
exist? We shall try to answer these questions as accurately as 
possible from the union files and Communist papers at our dis- 
posal and from interviews made in the last several years with 
union personnel of every shade of political opinion. 

Although, in the labor leaders relations with Communists, 
ideological convictions are ordinarily irrelevant, the closest rela- 
tion that can exist between the two occurs when the leaders of 
the union are convinced party members and when the union s 
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oflBcial voice supports the party's views. There is to our knowl- 
edge only one such U.S. labor union, the International Union of 
Fur and Leather Workers. Founded in 1913, this union was in- 
vaded during the Twenties by the Communists, who have since 
run it. Some of its leading officers have been openly Communist; 
an unknown but probably appreciable number of its members 
are. In 1937, it left the AFL and entered the CIO, procuring a 
charter which included leather as well as fur workers. In 1947, 
this union had enrolled around 75,000 fur and leather workers: 
1.2 per cent of the total CIO membership and 0.5 per cent of the 
total union members in the United States. 

Even in this clear case, the success of the Communists involves 
not only political belief but also opportunism. The fur industry 
is dependent to some extent upon import-export houses which 
deal with Russia. It is, therefore, useful for a furrier here to be 
on good terms with the business representatives of Russia, who 
have probably urged employers to attach themselves to the Com- 
munist union. Some of the business-like employers, in line with 
their close and convenient relations with Communist labor leaders 
in the union, have joined and contributed money to CP fronts. 

The more typical relation of labor leaders and Communists 
is openly expedient. The labor leader may be dependent upon 
Communist factions within the union for his power, although 
this may have come about without the labor leader knowing what 
was happening. Once in that position, he may have to play ball 
to keep his union post. On the other hand, the labor leader may 
actively court a CP faction by supporting its resolutions or pa- 
tronage. In this way he hopes to use the zeal and energy of 
the Communists to advance his own career, or even one of his 
programs. John L. Lewis formed such a relation with the Com- 
munists during the beginnings of the CIO; on a smaller scale, 
R. J. Thomas apparently followed suit after being unseated by 
Walter Reuther from the presidency of the Auto Workers. Lewis 
was first Republican, then Democrat, but primarily he was a man 
who wanted a certain program and certain tactics of organiza- 
tion; and in furthering them, he used anyone who would help 
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him, R. J. Thomas's motives were equally clear: he is a back- 
slapping, compromising man who wanted his presidency back; 
he knows little about CP ideology. 

The labor leader carrying on opportunistically with Commu- 
nists may head a union which is by no means Communist, but 
contains a small, eflBciently organized CP faction. Such a labor 
leader may well be annoyed, but he plays along at least pas- 
sively to insure his own position. Varying degrees of this kind of 
dependency apparently exist today in about a dozen CIO inter- 
nationals. 

The leader highest in the union world who is in such a rela- 
tion is Philip Murray, chief of the CIO. Philip Murray is no more 
a Communist than is Herbert Hoover. Furthermore, his union, 
the Steel Workers, is not only non-Communist but has been 
actively fighting against the CP. But as head of the CIO and of 
the Steel Workers, Murray’s power is based on organized voting 
strength, including the strength of Communists. Murray fears that 
too strong a move against the Communists would lose him the 
support of the United Electrical, Radio, and Machine Workers 
of America. 

The Electrical Union, third largest in the CIO, numbering up- 
wards of half a million members, is the base of Communist power 
in the CIO. Many of its leaders are either party-liners or are 
under pressure from party-liners. The president of the union, 
Albert Fitzgerald, is a figurehead; both Julius Emspak, the secre- 
tary-treasurer, and James Matles, the director of organization, 
who run the union, are party-liners, and with them are at least 
twelve more top leaders. In all districts of the union, the Com- 
munists are in fairly firm control, although everywhere there is 
active, often organized opposition. The opposition is led by 
James Carey, secretary-treasurer of the CIO, and president of 
the Electrical Union until 1941, when he lost the post after break- 
ing with the Communists. 

The three largest CIO unions are in the steel, electrical equip- 
ment, and automotive industries. Steel contains an unimportant 
number of scattered party-liners who are well under the ad- 
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ministration s control. In the Auto Workers Union, the Commu- 
nist faction has been of more serious proportions, although never 
comparable to the Electrical Workers. The president of the Auto 
Workers, Walter Reuther, is strongly anti-Communist; but George 
Addes, the secretary-treasurer until November, 1947, and R. J. 
Thomas, a vice-president until 1947, received support from Com- 
munist factions within the union. Both these men lost out in 
the 1947 convention, and the UAW is now one of the most out- 
spoken anti-Communist unions in the country. 

All CIO unions, classified with respect to Communist factions 
or control, lined up as follows in January and December, 1947: 

JAN., DEC., 

1947 1947 

Against the and actively engaged in 


fighting it . . . 41% 62% 

Troubled by, but not under threat of CP 

control 35 15 

Controlled by CP factions ...... 24 23 

Total membership 100% 100% 


During 1947, the CP was isolated in certain unions; its strength 
in the middle zone was demolished. It was during this year 
that Communists were under oflBcial attack by Congressional 
and other committees; this atmosphere was helpful to the union 
men who were trying to get rid of the Communists for their 
own reasons. Yet in most cases, it was not merely a struggle 
of cliques that occurred; it was also a rank-and-file uprising. 
The outstanding case was in the UAW, which made a clean 
sweep of the CP faction. The character of the campaign and vic- 
tory destroyed the notion that the CPers always form a super- 
eflScient machine. By 1947, a selective process, operating with 
each turn and twist of the party line, had weeded out most of 
the really effective men the CP once had in the union. 

From the standpoint of the labor leaders, the Communist 
problem is inconsequential in the AFL. No AFL international 
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contains a CP clique that is a threat to the uniformly non-CP 
administration of these unions. Such Communists and fellow 
travelers as exist are confined to two or three big city locals or 
districts of internationals. Altogether they do not amount to a 
sizable percentage of either AFL leaders or members. 

It is, of course, easier to compile a list of unions containing 
CP cliques than a list of union personnel who are Communists. 
Although the general and labor press report factional fights and 
resolutions which reveal the Communist hand, they seldom give 
names and almost never complete listings. It is possible to iden- 
tify as party-liners or members approximately 30 out of the ^260 
general officers of internationals, or 12 per cent. This figure is 
by no means conclusive, for CPers are less likely to be in general 
oflBces than in more hidden positions— business agents, legisla- 
tive representatives, qr appointed organizers. One favorite spot 
that appears from our listing is that of the district or regional 
director, who is sometimes appointed and sometimes elected. 

The figures given, as well as the crude classifications upon 
which they rest, are only approximate. Moreover, union per- 
sonnel in the CP border-land is now subject to a high turnover, 
as the two numerical snapshots at the beginning and the end of 
1947 make clear. 

Lines 

To ask why there are Communists in the CIO and not in 
the AFL is also to ask how the Communists got into the CIO. 
There were three ways in: First, John L. Lewis let everyone 
in during the great organization drives of the Thirties. Sec- 
ond, once in, the Communists worked hard and zealously to 
maintain their union cliques. Third, during the late war the U.S. 
government and its unions were on officially friendly terms with 
Soviet Russia, and the Communists profited from this wartime 
unity. 

They won positions of power and trust in the CIO by the stand- 
ard method of gaining power in U.S. labor unions: by being the 
organizers. They rode into power within the CIO just as the 
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CIO rode into power within the union world: by taking advan- 
tage of the organizing opportunity of the middle and later 
Thirties. 

In the AFL that chance never existed, which is primarily why 
there are so few Communists within AFL unions. Not only were 
organizing tactics employed by AFL unions less dependent upon 
new ideas, but their drives did not enter the mass-production 
industries in which, quite intelligently, the Communists were 
most interested. But crucially, during the Thirties the CIO was 
building its machine whereas AFL machines were already built 
and fenced in before any organizing campaigns were under- 
taken. 

The policies of the Communist Party within U.S. unions have 
gone through several phases. In 1920, the U.S. branch of the 
Communist Part} was ordered to “establish Communist nuclei” 
in all labor unions and from within them to work in the direction 
of Communist policies. From 1920 until 1928, the policy of “par- 
ticipating in reactionary trade unions,” of boring from within, 
was unsuccessful. 

In 1928 the international line changed, and the American 
Communists were ordered to establish rival unions, which they 
immediately began to do. Their success was fragmentary. They 
set up a rival to John L. Lewis’s miners but got nowhere. In 
the needle trades they were rather more successful, winning 
control of the important Joint Board of Cloakmakers in the 
ILGWU, They also tried hard, but unsuccessfully, in the South- 
ern textile field. At its peak, the Trade Union Unity League, the 
name of the holding company for the unions which the Commu- 
nists attempted to build, never included more than 57,000 union- 
ists. In 1935, it was dissolved. 

This was the time of the Litvinov collaboration with capital- 
ist democracies. The American Communists promptly called 
for a united front with existing unions; that is to say, they re- 
adopted the bore-from-within policy. In 1934 the CP press saw 
Roosevelt as a Wall Street stooge and “Social Fascist”; the next 
year, he was the beloved leader of a sacred mission. In 1934 the 
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AFL unions were reactionary tools designed to sell out the 
worker; the next year they were the very instruments by which 
the entire working class could be liberated. 

In the same year that dual unions were abolished by the Com- 
munists, the CIO was brought into being, and the personnel of 
the Communist unions was offered to John L. Lewis. This was 
experienced personnel, and Lewis was hard-pressed. He had 
beaten the CP when it tried to enter his Mine Workers, so he 
thought he could safely use it in his big drive. He accepted, and 
by 1937 or 1938, Communists were occupying important posts 
within newly arisen mass unions. 

The historical facts and the present reality about AFL and 
CIO differences in regard to Communist factions have from the 
beginning been used against the CIO by the AFL. Employers 
have been warned by AFL organizers, and the press of the coun- 
try has eagerly picked up the AFL cries of Communist. At a 
meeting of its organizers on April 29, 1946, William Green flatly 
asserted that the difference between the CIO and the AFL was 
a difference between "a foreign-controlled organization and an 
American organization,” and that this was the issue that would 
be drawn in the organizing campaigns of the two union blocs 
in the South, 

The Communists tend to fear unity between the AFL and 
dlO, for one of its results, anticipated by majority leaders in 
both blocs, would be the elimination of Communist factions from 
power in the labor union world. 

Like many non-CPers, Communist union leaders have retained 
by intrigue the power won by organizing efforts. Many union 
leaders as well as members of liberal and left political pub- 
lics, however, accuse the Communists of intrigue that prefers 
wrecking a union to losing control of it. In the histories of sev- 
eral unions there is ample evidence to support this charge. Once, 
in the earlier days of the UAW, when president Martin refused 
to name the Communists' candidates to central oflBce positions, 
they caUed some 200 wildcat strikes to make him look too weak 
and irresponsible to handle the union. The same kind of tactic 
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was used in at least a dozen other young CIO unions in an 
attempt to capture the whole CIO during the 1937-38 business 
recession. Hillman, Murray, and Lewis, each in his own union, 
quietly and effectively rid themselves of Communist faetions. But 
even so they were afraid, and the top CIO leadership, which is 
anti-Communist, is still afraid to risk its own position and disrupt 
the whole CIO by a concerted and wholehearted drive. 

The revolt against the CP gained impetus when on August 23, 
1939, the Nazi-Commuriist pact was announced. The CPers within 
the CIO were able to stick, however, and there were few re- 
cantations. With the about-face in June, 1941, and the wartime 
unity of America and Russia, the Communists were again able 
to entrench themselves. The anti-CP drive, begun after the war, 
is still under way; as tension increases, the CIO leaders attempt 
to oust the Communist factions, within the cautious limits they 
deem necessary for the security of their own positions. 

The charges made against the Communists by liberal and left- 
wing opponents are primarily: 

First, the turns of these U.S. Stalinists from leftward to right- 
ward, and back again, have been determined not by their judg- 
ment of the changing needs of the working people, or by pres- 
sure from these people, but by the changing needs of the ruling 
group in Russia. 

Second, the ways for maintaining power which are habitual 
with the U.S. Stalinists include personal defamation and intrigue, 
carried, if need be, to the point of wrecking a man or a labor 
union. "They have resorted,” Harold Laski writes, "to splitting 
tactics without any hesitation. . . . Organized as a conspiracy, 
their major desire is not to select the best possible leadership in 
ability and character for the end socialism desires; it is to get 
those upon whom they can count for uncritical and devoted 
obedience to their orders into the key positions of a movement 
or party they enter to use for their own purposes.’’ 

Third, Communist rule within the U.S. unions they control is 
dictatorial: although they talk the language of democracy, they 
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do not believe or practice democratic principles. ‘‘They require 
from their own members,” Mr. Laski continues, “the complete 
and unquestioning sacrifice of their consciences to tlje decisions 
their inner leadership makes. A refusal to make that sacrifice is 
the proof of a dangerous and rebellious personality for whom 
excommunication from the body of the faithful is the only pos- 
sible remedy.” 

Fourth, the existence of the Communist factions, and their 
lack of independence, is a strong deterrent to the formation of a 
new party for labor, which might be acceptable under certain 
conditions to a considerable number of labor leaders, and which 
might have a chance to increase the power and the participation 
of the U.S. working people in American political life. It is even 
feared by some that the activities of the CP, such as its promotion 
of the Wallace presidential candidacy, will weaken any genuine 
leftward tendencies of labor in America, and that the resulting 
confusions will demoralize the movement and make it that much 
easier to defeat. 



CHAPTER TWELVE 


OLD PARTIES, NEW PARTIES 


THE POLITICAL choice for labor unions in America has never been 
limited to the two-party system or the Communists. Intermit- 
tently throughout their history they have attempted independent 
political action. As each attempt failed, American labor unions 
have slipped back into the bi-partisan tactics that have formed 
their main political tradition. 

But today the anions are bigger than ever before. No longer 
are they weak either in numbers or in economic power. Fur- 
thermore, since the New Deal is dead and the swing is against 
labor in national politics, many labor leaders are persuaded that 
they will have to fight politically harder and in new ways. Again 
they have been talking about a party for labor. 

There is no talk of a new party among the practical or the 
sophisticated conservatives; only if the two standard parties 
were to fail them, or if the mass public was to become politically 
alerted, would they need one. 

In November, 1946, 50 per cent of the politically passive peo- 
ple, despite their general approval of the institution of labor 
unions, believed that unions should keep out of politics alto- 
gether. Twenty-one per cent thought labor should support one 
or the other of the major party candidates; only 11 per cent 
favored the unions" forming their own labor party, although 18 
per cent were undecided. Again in December, 1946, only 10 per 
cent of the mass public said that they would vote for a new 
labor party. Even during 1936-38, the maximum proportion in 
favor was 16 per cent. 

In general, professionals and union members show the most 
interest in an independent labor party. In 1945, and again in 
1946, for example, some 24 per cent of the country’s unionized 
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workers said they would join "a new national party . . . organ- 
ized by labor”; and an additional 20 per cent were undecided. 

A labor party is not a debatable question among members of 
the extreme left; one of their continuous aims has been to help 
form a party of farm and factory labor, perhaps including re- 
liable militant runaways from the middle class. Such a party 
would provide an arena for socialist agitation in which the vari- 
ous splinters of the left might exert influence. The independent 
left in its present contemplative state does little but watch 
closely. 

Talk of a new labor party has been most intense since the war s 
end among the liberals, especially those under CP influence. 
By now they have emerged from the New Deal episode, although 
they have no new ideas that go beyond its so-called left wing. 
Such pro-third-party'^liberals would include in their party all the 
progressive elements in the population: labor, little businessmen, 
small farmers, and all the rest of the little creatures of capitalism. 
Much of their talk eventuates in plans to capture the Democratic 
Party and recompose it as a liberal organization. 

In the meanwhile, the winter of 1947-48 saw Henry Wallace 
lead the formation of a third party. It is not, however, a labor 
party, but is widely held to be a Communist front, designed, in 
the CP view, to fight the anti-Soviet policy of the United States, 
and supported by party-line union leaders only. 

The histories of attempted independent labor actions are not 
known to the mass public, but they do affect the decisions of the 
politically alerted publics, and the labor leaders are variously in- 
volved with these publics. It is useful, therefore, to understand 
something of what independent labor action there has been in 
the recent course of United States political history. 

A History of Failures 

From the Jacksonian era to the Nineties, various attempts were 
made by labor and by socialist intellectuals to engage the unions 
in independent party action. Occasionally subtle exponents of a 
new party parade these attempts, apparently in an effort to show 
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the experience labor has had with independent forms of political 
action, yet none of them seem relevant today. Labor then bears 
little resemblance to labor now. Furthermore, labor leaders have 
not learned much from political experience, nor from any of it 
have they built a serviceable, historically grounded view. 

Independent electoral action has taken three forms in the 
United States: (1) third parties, similar to the two major parties, 
backed by similar kinds of people, with little ideological con- 
tent; (2) Progressive parties, ideologically centered on capitalist 
reforms, opposed to the major parties, and supported by the 
little creatures of capitalism, especially its agrarian contingent; 
(3) labor parties, working in the interests of labor, backed by 
labor, and with a labor ideology. Types two and three may occur 
within the same organization, but only type three can be con- 
sidered independejit labor action. 

Here is the minority party vote for each presidential election 
since 1896: 

These figures are percentages of all Minority party vote: 


votes cast in each of the years, minus 1896 . 1.2^ 

the Prohibitionist and the Bull Moose 1900 ... 1.3 

vote of 1912. Were we to include the Bull 1904 .... 4.2 

Moose vote in the minority party figure 1908 3.7 

for that year, the percentage would be 1912 ... . 6.3 

33 instead of 6.3, but such an inclusion 1916 .... 3.5 

would not be congruous with our pur- 1920 4.5 

pose in calculating the series. Theodore 1924 16.9 

Roosevelt's campaign was in no sense a 1928 1.0 

labor effort; it was merely a third party 1932 . . .3.0 

built along the same lines as the other 1936 3.0 

two, definitely Republican in its essential 1940 .... 0.4 

beliefs. Financed by men like George 1944 0.7 

Perkins, and utilizing many Republican 


state and local bosses and machines, it was a temporary bolt, 
serving in some part to head off La Follette's nomination. After 
polling 4,100,000 votes— 27 per cent of the total cast (to Wilson s 
6,300,000 and Taft s 3,500,000), it fell apart. Roosevelt remarked 
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that such a party could not be held together because "there are 
no loaves and fishes/" The 1912 Progressive Party was "neither 
more permanent nor more enduring than Teddy Roosevelt’s high 
resolve to fight the bosses of the Republican Party/" 

The 1912 figure of 6.3 per cent represents the historical cli- 
max of Jhe socialist movement. Eugene Debs polled 900,000 
votes in 1912, when membership stood at its high of 118,045. By 
1922 the party had melted to 11,019. Yet it revived once more, 
as a hard-working member of the farmer-labor-intellectual coali- 
tion in the 1924 Progressive campaign of La Follette. 

American Progressives have insisted that special interests and 
corrupt influences be removed from government, popular control 
broadened, and the welfare functions of government enlarged. 
Other demands have been made, but these are the common 
denominators of the Various campaigns. In the Progressive image 
of American society, the people’s lobby is the successful one. 
Progressivism has rarely exceeded the bounds of the liberal 
rhetoric, although at times it has seriously meant what it said. 

The Progressive strain has been predominately agrarian, not 
industrial, and certainly not Marxian. "More than political bun- 
combe accounts for the reference to Jefferson in the Progressive 
platform."" This is to be expected in a country industrialized as 
late as the United States. The "grass roots"" of the American left 
have grown from agrarian areas because much of the class ex- 
ploitation has assumed a regional form. 

In its few broad political attempts, labor has tried to tie in with 
these agrarian impulses, seldom demanding more than what 
would be acceptable to Progressives. In their biggest effort, that 
of 1924, the unions did indeed carry the backwash of populism, 
as a regional analysis of the vote makes clear. In this attempt, 
as in others, the unions did not envision any outcome beyond 
a triumphant people’s lobby. But for five years before 1924, AFL 
organizations not only participated in but often led the struggles 
of farmer, labor, and intellectual organizations to launch politi- 
cal action in various states and larger cities. 

Back of these attempts was, first and foremost, the growth of 



OLD PARTIES, NEW PARTIES 205 

the unions during the war. By 1920, union membership had 
reached what was then its historical peak: some 5,000,000, or 
20 per cent, of the wage and salaried workers were organized. 
Since this growth had come about under government auspices 
in return, as it were, for labor s contribution to wartime unity, 
political activity was all the more enticing. Wartime unity in 
America, as everywhere, placed a shackle on the unions; but 
with the war over, they tried to translate some of their in- 
creased economic strength into political power. This effort was 
strengthened by the dislocation of wages and the cost of living, 
in which labor got the short end. An ungrateful insult given to 
Gompers by General Pershing at a postwar dinner was symbolic: 
the forces of reaction were on the offensive and a hunt was un- 
der way. Every lost strike and every injunction was an invita- 
tion to independent political action by labor. 

In 1919, independent political activity surged. The Non-Parti- 
san League of North Dakota, primarily a farmer organization, 
supported the current coal strike. In Minnesota, the League and 
the State Federation of Labor supported a farmer-labor party; 
The Chicago Federation of Labor organized the Labor Party of 
Cook County; the Labor Party of Illinois was founded; unionists 
in New York formed an American Labor Party, resolved to fight 
for government ownership of all utilities. The railway unions set 
forth the Plumb plan, which provided for government owner- 
ship and operation of the railroads. Although by 1920 the plan 
was defeated, the stand of such craft-like unions for government 
ownership contributed not a little to the political excitement that 
gripped labor. In 1919, a thousand delegates, from various union 
groups and city and state parties from 37 states, met in Chicago 
to form the national American Labor Party. Despite Gompers’ 
explicit opposition, certain city, state, and national bodies of the 
AFL supplied the nerve of the endeavor. 

By 1920, when the ALP, renamed the Farmer-Labor Party, 
convened in Chicago, there were parties in no less than 15 states. 
In 1922, the railroad unions, in collaboration with AFL city, 
state, and national units, formed the labor wing of the Confer- 
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ence for Progressive Political Action. Some 18 internationals were 
represented by AFL oflBcials or delegates. With the unions were 
the Socialist Party, the Non-Partisan League, and the Committee 
of Forty-Eight, 

Nineteen-twenty-four was the "nearest American workers have 
ever come to a farmer-labor alliance independent of the major 
parties.” For the first time in their history. Socialists collaborated 
nationally with liberal and other political groups. 

There was no one-party organization, however, back of the 
La Follette candidacy, except for the slender units the Socialists 
had in several states. La Follette and Kis running mate, Burton 
K. Wheeler, ran as independents with the endorsement and aid 
of the CPPA and other organizations. Their names were on the 
ballots under Progressive, Farmer-Labor, Independent, and So- 
cialist endorsement. ’ 

In keeping with its usual practice, the AFL in 1924 presented 
its political suggestions to both major parties. These mild eco- 
nomic and legislative demands were rejected by the Republicans 
and ignored by the Democrats. Only then did the top AFL lead- 
ership reluctantly endorse the candidacy of La Follette and 
Wheeler. "It looks as if,” Gompers said sadly, "we are forced to 
turn to La Follette.” It was the first time in its history that the 
AFL endorsed the candidacy of men not running on the major 
party tickets. Between 1885 and 1924, the AFL had 12 times 
refused to entertain resolutions in favor of third parties. And 
now, in 1924, they did not endorse, much less create a labor 
party; they hesitantly endorsed only the independent and per- 
sonal candidacies of La Follette and Wheeler. 

Throughout, the trade unionists played a conservative and cau- 
tious part; they were obviously "reluctant to sever , . . ties with 
the major parties.’^ They took the Socialists’ support for granted 
and did not yield in the least to their demands for a third-party 
organization. By no means did all the unions endorse even ver- 
bally the candidacies of the Progressives: the Pressmen sup- 
ported Davis; the Carpenters and the Mine Workers supported 
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Coolidge. Even among the railroad unions, the Trainmen with- 
held their endorsement of La Follette. Often-promised union 
funds did not arrive; organizations were planned but not devel- 
oped; and even before the vote was cast, "scores of labor leaders 
had abandoned ship,” The city central of New York shifted to 
the Democrat, Davis, five days before the election. This central 
was too entangled in strategy and obligations with the old parties 
to make a clean break, and it was too impressed with the need 
for immediate success to chance the sacrifices required to get a 
new party going. They wanted, says one contemporary observer, 
a "larger cut of the capitalist swag.” In their fear of hiurting their 
connections with the two standard parties, the labor unions de- 
faulted the leadership of an independent movement. 

The labor leaders supported La Follette in exactly the same 
way as any candidate of the old parties: their enthusiasm was in 
proportion to their estimate of his chances of winning. In that 
kind of defensive political strategy the labor leaders had been 
trained and in that way they thought. They continually feared 
that their bargaining power within the standard parties was be- 
ing dangerously weakened. They seemed to be acting explicitly 
upon the AFL policy formulated in 1910 and reaJBBrmed in 1920; 
to trust the "l)allot only so far as results are foreseen to be a 
positive certainty.” 

The official return to tlie bi-partisan principle— if it can be 
said that the AFL abandoned it in 1924— was made in 1925. The 
socialist Hillqiiit said to the labor men who withdrew, “If five 
million voters were not enough, will you wait until we have swept 
the country? . . . Did you start your trade unions on that prac- 
tice? . . . Did you wait until the workers in the different indus- 
tries clamored to be organized?” 

By 1924, American prosperity, the great ally of Republicans, 
was under way. There was virtually no newspaper support of 
the La Follette ticket, and the total campaign fund amounted 
to less than $240,000. Given these facts, the showing made is 
one of the most remarkable in U.S. political history. The Pro- 
gressives received 16.9 per cent of the presidential vote. Almost 
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5,000,000 votes were cast for La Follette, close to 16,000,000 
for Coolidge, and about 8,000,000 for the Democrat, Davis. La 
Follette had tapped the old populist sources. The votes he re- 
ceived indicated quite clearly a national sentiment, except in 
the South, lor some kind of progressive political movement. But 
there was, no movement, and this campaign did not constitute 
one. It was built around the personality of one man, not around 
the structure of a new political party; the coalition behind it 
fell apart after the election. The AFL continued its bi-partisan 
policy, and the various brands of third-party thought and tactics 
went their own ways into oblivion. By 1930, not one state labor 
party of the great 1924 surge was left. 

During the Thirties independent political eiffort was drained 
ojBF into the New DeaT Indirectly at the same time, the New Deal 
created the conditions for such an independent party attempt by 
fostering the growth of labor organizations. 

The Democratic coalition achieved by Roosevelt began to 
crumble in 1938, but the exigencies of war gave it longer life. In 
1943, after the passage of the Smith-Connally Act, the PAG was 
formed under the auspices of the CIO to be a streamlined bi- 
partisan group for labor. If it differed at all from the time-honored 
AFL tactic, the difference was in its increased vigor; its attempts 
to use the organizations of the unions to get out the vote was 
half-hearted. It was formed mainly because of the loss suffered 
by the Democrats in the 1942 elections. In that year the CIO 
began to worry again about the labor vote: it wasn’t “coming 
out.” By 1943, the PAC was a going concern. During the 1944 
campaign it did good work for the Democratic Party, and within 
the party, it pressured heavily against James Byrnes as the run- 
ning mate for Roosevelt. 

When the war ended and after Roosevelt was dead, the coali- 
tion of the South and labor, held together by the big Democratic 
city machines of the North, rapidly and obviously started going 
to pieces. Shortly after the 1944 election, power passed into the 
hands of Harry Truman, the choice of the big-city machine 
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mediators, who had supported him against the South’s Byrnes 
and labor’s Wallace. Since then, the Democratic Party has dis- 
integrated further into a “mob of aspirants for local jobs.” 

Labor has been alternately estranged from and happy with 
the Truman administration. The President’s bungling interven- 
tion in the GM strike, which gained him much unpopularity 
with the unionized public, and his explicit strikebreaking role in 
the railroad strike indicated that he was, in labor as in other 
matters, an opportunist who would readily bear rightward if 
that seemed to be the way to go. Since then, his veto of tlie Taft- 
Hartley Act and similar tactics make it seem that he is trying 
to win back labor’s sympathy. 

The 1946 failure of the PAG came home strongly to labor 
circles. The organization had ridden the coattails of Roosevelt 
for one national campaign and had been held together by the 
master strategy of Sidney Hillman. In 1946, both men were dead, 
and for the first time in 14 years labor votes were split. The 
Congressional defeat of the Democrats in 1946 was a stunning 
blow for the PAG, yet after the defeat, talk of a third party was 
oflBcially denounced: PAG was to continue working within the 
Democratic Party. By the summer of 1947, committees were 
working busily to develop machines for eflFective service in city 
campaigns, as foundation stones for a strong national bargaining 
agency in 1948. The board of the PAG had been enlarged to in- 
clude Reuther, Murray, and three other international heads. There 
is even reason to believe that PAG was in part designed, and is 
now maintained, to head oflF an independent political attempt on 
the part of discontented labor leaders. Like the ALP of New 
York State, it acts primarily as an appendage of the Democrats, 
presumably because the latter includes more of labor’s friends 
and fewer of labor’s enemies. 

In 1947-48 any independent labor party attempt was further 
deterred by Henry Wallace’s candidacy on a third-party ticket. 
The character of his support was not that of, and could not lead 
to, a labor party. Although appealing to many scattered people 
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of good will, Wallace responded primarily to the call of the Com- 
munists, whose tactics were to further the foreign policy line of 
the Soviet Union, which in the spring of 1948 meant primarily to 
fight the Marshall plan. 

Members of the organizations supporting Wallace who would 
not go along with the Communists made this plain when they 
resigned from the effort. Frank Kingdom, for instance, said: “The 
call to Wallace came from the Communist Party and the only 
progressive organization admitting Communists to its member- 
ship. ... He is named by them to serve their ends."' 

Only those unions which followed the Communist Party line 
supported Wallace in defiance of the offieial policies of both the 
AFL and CIO. There was no labor base for any labor party, ‘l3ut 
rather a mugwump ijxovement hothouse-forced by the Stalinists.” 

Liberals against Wallace's candidacy thought the tragedy lay 
in his detracting from the Democrats' chance to win and helping 
the Republicans'. The leftists, focusing more on the petty-bour- 
geois Stalinist character of the Wallace support than on the 
bourgeois party fight, saw the tragedy in terms of the confusion 
it caused among the workers. 

The tenuous quality of Wallace's leadership of any independent 
movement was revealed by his indication that, if President Tru- 
man were to take a friendlier attitude toward Russia, he would 
withdraw his candidacy. By running as the CP's front, Wallace 
strengthened the Stalinists in this country and abroad, and he set 
back rather than furthered the attempt to turn American foreign 
policy from its war orientation. 

Although the democratic left was of the opinion that something 
was to be gained by any political group that tries to detach peo- 
ple from the old parties, that was only a formal criterion. The 
independent and far left, for once, agreed with a union leader, 
who “repudiated the Wallace drive as inimical to the best inter- 
ests of American workers.” Actually, the left felt, Wallace and 
his political chaperons set back the attempt to form a new labor 
party in the United States. Those American labor leaders who 
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honestly desired a new labor party saw this, too, and were dis- 
heartened. 


Whaf Labor Leaders Think of a New Labor Party 

Unlike the intellectual members of the various political publics, 
the labor leaders are political actors; they head organizations 
whose policies are politically relevant. They consider irrelevant 
much that is said in discussion of independent political action. 

This is reflected in the division of opinion within the liberal 
center, the ideological home of the labor leaders. Often liberal 
discussion of a new party seems to cluster, on the one hand, 
around those who advance the organizational practicality of the 
trade union leader, and on the other hand, around those who 
want to go along with those few labor leaders who publicly or 
privately support the idea of a labor party. 

The labor leaders are deeply involved in the argument; pre- 
sumably they would be the ones to act on any serious proposal. 
Many are now men with much to lose. Their reasons for and 
against a labor party are, therefore, of a different order and 
weight from those advanced by the liberal journalist and the 
political lecturer. 

We asked the leaders of American labor: "As far as national 
politics are concerned, would you during the next two or three 
years prefer to work for labor s viewpoint within one or both of 
the major parties, or would you prefer to set up a new labor party 
entirely separate from either of them?” Here are the proportions 
favoring a new labor party: ^ 


The CIO leaders favor a 
new labor party more than 
the AFL leaders, but only on 
the lower levels. Thirty-one 
per cent of the city leaders in 
the CIO favor a new party. 



AFL 

CIO 

National 

. . . . 8% 

8% 

State 

.... 5% 

19% 

City 

.... 18* 

31% 

All leaders .... 

. ... 13% 

23% 


* These figures on a new labor party indicate nothing about labor's reac- 
tion to Wallace's ‘‘third party." Our questions were answered during the 
summer of 1946, and although there was Wallace talk then, his candidacy 
did not become certain until the winter of 1947. 
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compared to 18 per cent of the AFL city leaders. In the CIO, 
the lower the level of leadership, the more likely the leader is 
to be for a new party, while in the AFL the city leaders are most, 
and the state leaders least, in favor if it. City leaders in general 
are more apt to agree with the rank and file, some 24 per cent 
of whom generally favor a labor party. 

The issue of a new labor party involves a question of timing. 
The labor leaders might well be against an independent labor 
party during the next two or three years^ but believe in its prac- 
ticality for ten years hence. In order to get closer to these longer- 
run feelings we asked: '‘Do you think that eventually (say, within 
the next ten years) gains for labor will best be made by working 
within one or both o^the major parties, or through a new labor 
party entirely separate from either of them?’^ 

Twenty-three per cent of the AFL and 52 per cent of the CIO 
leaders declare for a new labor party when the question is put 
in these terms; about twice as many are for a new party when 
the longer time-span is specified. 

The ten-year question also gets a different reaction on the 
various levels. Here are the proportions who believe that labor 
in America is going to need a party of its own sometime in the 


next ten years: 

In the AFL, the pattern 

found in the first question National ... . 18% 65% 

holds: the city leaders are State 15% 33% 

most in favor, the state, least. City 28% 56% 

In the CIO, however, the na- ^11 leaders 23% 52% 

tional leaders are as much or 


more in favor as city leaders. In both blocs the state men are the 
least enthusiastic. They are the lobbying and bi-partisan type of 
labor leader, and no one wishing to push a new party could count 
strongly on them for support. The leaders closest to the rank and 
file, the city leaders, most frequently support a new labor party. 
The national heads are thus caught between state and city forces. 
Their position is especially clear-cut among the presidents and 
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secretaries of the CIO internationals, where more who want to 
wait are found than in any other leader group: only 8 per cent 
are for a new labor party now, but over half of them favor it in 
ten years. 

Why They Think as They Do 

To ask what determines the mind of the labor leader on the 
advisability of a new labor party is to ask which types of leader 
are most for it and which are least for it. We already have the 
outlines of the answer, for we know which levels of leadership 
are most and which are least enthusiastic. It is possible, however, 
to refine this answer, and to summarize the leading arguments 
involved. 

I. The bi-partisan tradition within the American unions is of 
respectable weight; labors attempts to create an independent 
political party have failed, and the entrenched parties put many 
practical obstacles in the way of any labor leader who would try 
again. The leader who would earnestly come out for a labor party 
therefore has to be less an opportunist and more a man with a 
program. He must be willing to go against the immediate facts of 
power in a two-party state; he must be willing to risk immediate 
defeats in the hope of long-run victories. 

That is not to say the more intelligent or the better-educated 
will be for the new party. Education makes no difference in the 
answers to the above questions. But whether a labor leader is an 
opportunist or a programmer makes a difference; it is the latter 
who talk most frequently and earnestly of a new labor party. 
In the AFL, all of those who are against the idea of unions hav- 
ing a program are also against the idea of a new labor party, 
both now and in the future; but 25 per cent of those who favor a 
program also favor a new party now or in the future. So few 
of the CIO are against a long-run program that it is impossible to 
correlate their replies on the two questions. The problem of a 
new labor party is by no means identical with the question of 
a long-range program for labor, but the way things now stand 
both in the political situation and in the mind of the labor leader, 
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they are closely associated. However, it is not programs or ideol- 
ogies that govern the decisions of the leaders of American labor; 
it is expediency. Among the most expedient considerations are 
the labor leader’s current opinions of the two-party system. 

n. New-party sentiment is based upon dissatisfaction with 
present political parties. Those who believe that the present two- 
party system is the true representative of the democratic Ameri- 
can way, or that it is eflFectively representing labor, ire against 
any independent labor party. 

The dominant view is that the two major parties are themselves 
opportunistic and may be made to do tne will of anyone or any 
interest which can exert power over them. This belief makes it 
seem unnecessary to go to the enormous trouble of setting up a 
new party. If something must be done politically, the existing 
means of political action are quite good enough: “Labor s votes,” 
thus comments one labor leader, “can be used as a balance of 
power which will tend to make present parties nominate more 
liberal candidates.” There are pro-labor elements in both parties 
who will work for labor there rather than join a new party: 
“There are more liberals in both parties that are more apt to 
align themselves with the labor viewpoint within their parties 
than to aflBliate themselves with labor parties.” 

m. The labor leader’s expedient and cautious resistance to a 
new party varies directly with his expedient estimate of the 
chances for a new party to win. Since Gompers, most labor leaders 
have believed that any labor party would of necessity remain a 
minority mugwump, running with no real chance to win. To such 
men labor means 2,000,000 or 3,000,000 skilled workmen, rather 
than 15,000,000 or 25,000,000 organized workers. But their view 
dominates, conditioning the beliefs of even those labor leaders 
who no longer explicitly think of labor as a minority. 

This fear of failure is displayed in the widespread insistence 
that any new party must include not only labor but farmers and 
white collar and, above all, little business. In other words, labor s 
party must collaborate with the practical right to form another 
party just like those already existing. 
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Anxieties are increased by the fact that a national labor party 
would require immense effort, not in one state but in 48 separate 
states. On those scattered rocks many an attempt has foundered. 
The grass roots, as a system rather than a sentiment, sets a most 
difficult task for the political organizer of any independent party. 

Any third party would have the least chance of succeeding in 
the South where, since the Civil War, a one-party system ha.« 
been dominant. Among the AFL leaders there are no regional 
differences in labor party sentiment, possibly because the issue 
is not so important to them as to the CIO. However, CIO leaders 
from the South are as disillusioned with the present political 
party system as those from other regions, but with two signifi- 
cant differences: First, 73 per cent of the Southerners are against 
the idea of a new pai ty, as compared with 51 per cent of those 
from the Northeast and 24 per cent of those from the West. Sec- 
ond, only 7 per cent are in favor of a party eventually but are 
opposed now, as compared to 29 per cent of those from the 
Northeast and 32 per cent of those from the West. It is in the 
South that we find illustrated in sharp detail the principal rea- 
son for the labor leaders’ general opposition to a new labor 
party: they don’t think that it has a chance to win. 

IV. Fear of flat failure deters labor leaders from forming a new 
party of their own, but they also fear even the consequences of 
setting one up. Those consequences are seen in the area of labor 
organizations, the political sphere, the realm of business, and 
the American public. 

Taking a risk in a hostile environment, when beleaguered by 
enemies, is a different proposition from taking a risk in well- 
known territory with one’s friends as witnesses. The key slogan 
of labor politics is: reward your friends and punish your enemies. 
To set up an organizational rival to the two major political ma- 
chines is to arm your enemies and divide your friends. But if 
one is friendly enough, and gains strength by friendship, one can 
surely win over somebody: “A new labor party would lose our in- 
fluence with both old parties,” says one labor leader, “and we 
couldn’t hope to elect in the next ten years. If labor becomos 
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strong enough, one party or the other will become the labor 
party by another name.” Both for the unions and for the leaders 
it is better, some think, to be in with some power than to have 
all established powers against you. 

The consequences of setting up a new party, regardless of 
possible long-run success, ramify into the question of labors 
unity. “A new party would tend to break down our unity.” 
One meaning of this is that an independent labor party might 
require a clearly stated program. The workers and the various 
union chieftains would not be as unified as they are now, when 
they are not sure where the others stand. Programs are not good 
unifiers of politically heterogeneous people held together by 
leaders constantly looking for the main chance. A party might 
well require labor leaders to take stands on all sorts of national 
issues in which only the glittering rhetoric of liberalism is per- 
missible in U.S. political life. 

In addition, "one labor party begets another, and several labor 
parties would be inevitable in the United States.” This reason 
ties in with the idea frequently promoted by liberal journalists 
that no labor party could avoid ‘"disruptive entanglements with 
the Communists.” Therefore, the conclusion runs, let’s stay out 
of all that. In extreme form, the argument goes: A new labor 
party would atomize American political life and the labor move- 
ment as well, which is what happened in Czarist Russia before 
the Bolsheviks, and in the Weimar Republic before Hitler. “In 
a great society,” says one liberal labor spokesman, “the scales 
of political freedom can be balanced only by two great parties. 
. . . The progressive task is to work within this system and not 
to break it.” 

For those labor leaders who cannot understand such obtuse 
political reasoning, the fearful consequences lie closer to the 
operation of pure and simple unionism: to set up a labor party 
would infuriate many employers with whom the business union- 
ist has to deal in a practical way. Those employers would be 
less tolerant during the course of negotiation, and thus the main 
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business of the business unions would be disrupted by unbusi- 
ness-like political conduct. 

To come out for a labor party would also be a tactless piece of 
public relations. It would put labor in the spotlight, a target 
for the whole community of opinion, indeed a slow-moving tar- 
get for high-powered verbal rifles. Events are moving too rapidly, 
some labor leaders believe, for labor to take the center of the 
stage with a slowly building independent political weapon. 

V. The explicit arguments for and against a new labor party 
are wholly on the plane of the unions* good and the unions* 
security. But back of these arguments there are personalities. 
The labor leader*s view depends in some part upon the image he 
has of his own roie in any new party. 

A new party for labor would mean either that the present 
labor leaders take on new tasks or that new men assume them. 
In either case, there is opposition from present leaders. Some 
labor leaders assume that "the same leadership would have 
double duties,’* and that "labor needs its leaders where they are; 
a labor party would take from the labor union many of its 
leaders. Labor’s strength would be dissipated, weakened, and 
undermined.” Such men apparently do not think anyone but 
the present labor leaders could operate the new party. 

Yet any new party would undoubtedly require and create new 
leaders. Many present leaders are fully aware of this: it is be- 
hind their traditional denunciation of intellectuals, who in fact 
have consistently supported independent political parties. 

Some labor leaders, however, look with personal enthusiasm 
at the new jobs a new party would create. The major tendency 
in the career of the union leader has been to move from politi- 
cal ideas to practical politics. Although the older men are more 
likely to use their time and energy for measures of personal and 
union security within existing organizations, there is a counter- 
tendency among the young men who have had swift success. If 
a young man is already at or near the top of the union world, 
he may be looking ambitiously for new outlets. He is more ener- 
getic in organizing new unions or extending the unions that 



218 NEW MEN OF POWER 

exist, and he takes more readily to political channels of ascent. 
He is less likely to be satisfied with the prestige he rates in exist- 
ing political organizations, and more likely to hold an image of 
his success in terms of other power hierarchies. 

The younger lieutenants in the union world are more inclined 
to participate, even if unoflBcially, in new political attempts. 
Within their own unions they may have to run errands, but in 
small political groupings anxious for labor support, they rep- 
resent labor. Some of these young Turks, it is said, were not 
very alarmed about the labor legislation of summer, 1947, for 
they saw this as a possible way to rid themselves of the many 
riders of the union movement and as increasing the chances of the 
labor leader who works in new political ways, as well as in the 
old manner, for the people he represents. 

Social origin, age, and position in the union may influence 
the amount and type of political activity in which a labor leader 
engages. Once having identified themselves with the purposes 
of labor unions, men coming from higher occupational, educa- 
tional, and social levels tend to be more assertive than the sons 
of laboring men and capable of a peculiar kind of middle-class 
indignation. 

If such middle-class zeal is channeled politically, given the 
higher educational levels that accompany it, we might expect 
more labor party action from labor leaders of middle-class ex- 
traction than from the sons of the proletariat. Among leaders of 
the CIO, 54 per cent of the men with non-wage-worker origins 
as against 41 per cent with wage-worker origins favor a new 
party in the next ten years. The corresponding figures for the 
AFL— 25 to 21 per cent—are not significantly different. 

The fear of the failure of a new party and of the dire con- 
sequences of organizing one dampens the independent political 
energies of the labor leader. But fear also impels the labor leader 
to proceed with the task. In the end, how a man stands on this 
issue rests upon what he fears the most, and why. 

Among the fearful are, first, those who believe that business 
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is stronger than labor and is out to break die unions; secx)nd, 
those who fear fascism as a serious threat in the United States; 
and third, those who are fearful of the disunity of labor, and feel 
that labor organizations should, but will not, get together against 
the enemies that confront them. The leaders who are most fear- 
ful in these respects are generally also the most enthusiastic 
about a new labor party. Here are the proportions in favor of a 


new labor party, now or eventually: 

In the AFL, 37 per cent of 

the most fearful are for a new Most fearful 37% 59% 

labor party, whereas only 16 Intermediate 22% 58% 

per cent of the le?5st fearful Least fearful 16% 27% 

are for it; but in the CIO, it 


is 59 to 27 per cent. Among American labor leaders, it is gener- 
ally the complacent who are least willing to take the risk of 
building a new labor party. 
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THE MAIN DRIFT 


DURING NOVEMBER, 1946, the iiiass public was polled for its opin- 
ion on whether "all corporations should or should not be re- 
quired to put a union representative on their board of directors?” 
For most people the question contained a completely new idea, 
which makes it all the more startling that 42 per cent said they 
were in favor of including a union man. 

The idea is no mere fancy of some poll-taker in search of his 
monthly quota of questions. It is in line with the very best liberal 
rhetoric, slightly extended; it is not outside the possibility of the 
co-operative relations earnestly desired by many labor leaders. 

Co-operative relations between business and labor are rooted 
in the desire for peace and stability on the part of businessmen, 
labor leaders, and political officials. Such desires, with their 
monopolistic consequences, were back of the citywide labor- 
business cartel. Now, on a much larger scale, with consequences 
that go beyond pure and simple monopoly, a tacit sort of plan 
to stabilize the political economy of the U.S. is back of many 
current demands of the spokesmen of the three powerful bureauc- 
racies in the U.S. political economy. 

This conspiracy does not include the extremists in any of the 
camps. It is primarily a plan among the liberal spokesmen, 
although it is no doubt aided and abetted by the sophisticated 
conservatives. 

Stabilization requires further bureaucratization of business 
enterprise and labor union. Given present industrial arrange- 
ments, it also involves amalgamating the union bureaucracy with 
the corporation’s. This may occur either in the technical place of 
work, in the economic enterprises making up a given industry, 
or among the industries forming the political economy as a 
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whole. So far there are American instances only of the first two 
kinds, except for one brief experiment with the third. 

Peaceful Shops and Stable Enterprises 

Business-labor co-operation within the place of work means 
the partial integration of company and union bureaucracies. By 
seeking to collaborate in making and administering company 
rules, the union is a megaphone for the voice of the worker, 
just as the company hierarchy is a loudspeaker for the voice 
of management. If the union is eflScient, the'*worker s gripes will 
receive attention from the shop steward and, if necessary, go 
on up the union and company hierarchies to the president of the 
union and his lawyers and the president of the company and 
his lawyers. This is the"'"{)ower aspect of the arrangement and 
its mechanics from the worker s point of view. 

But for something gained, something must be given. The in- 
tegration of union with plant means that the union takes over 
much of the company's personnel work, becoming the disciplin- 
ing agent of the rank and file within the rules set up by the joint 
committee. 

The union bureaucracy stands between the company bureauc- 
racy and the rank and file of the workers, operating as a shock 
absorber for both. The more responsible the union is, the more 
this is so. Responsibility is held for the contract signed with the 
company; to uphold this contract the union must often exert 
pressure upon the workers. Discipline must be brought to bear 
if unauthorized leaders call unauthorized strikes. The rank-and- 
file leaders of the union, the shop stewards, operating as whips 
within the plant, become rank-and-file bureaucrats of the labor 
leadership. As foremen are responsible to the company hierarchy, 
so shop stewards are primarily answerable to the labor union 
hierarchy, rather than to the rank and file who elect them. 

On December 11, 1945, the Automobile Workers released a 
proposed agreement with the Ford Motor Company whereby 
the company and the union agreed that . . any employer or 
employees found guilty of instigating, fomenting, or giving lead- 
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ership to an unauthorized stoppage of work shall be subject to 
discharge.” In such cases the union would act as judge and prose- 
cutor, Workers who follow unregulated militants, acting without 
due authority, are subject to penalties. To have no strikes is the 
responsibility of both company and union. They are disciplining 
agents for each other, and both discipline the malcontented ele- 
ments among the unionized employees. 

In November, 1946, a local of the United Steelworkers, an- 
other member of the new industrial aristocracy of unionism, 
signed a contract containing a "mutual responsibility clause” by 
which "the local union, any of its members, or the company” 
might be financially liable for the reasonable costs of "strikes, 
work stoppages, or lockouts of any nature or condition” that 
might occur. The international cannot be held responsible, nor 
can the local if it or a majority of its members do not partici- 
pate in the strike. Presumably this means that the individual 
adherent to unauthorized strikes is to be individually punished. 

"Such an agreement, even so watered down,” says a national 
businessman s organ, is "typical of what management wants in 
new labor agreements.” The union s motive for accepting such 
terms was a desire to continue "union security provisions.” This 
was acceptable to the company officials who reasoned that such 
provisions "would be necessary if the union should be called 
upon to enforce its responsibility to management by disciplining 
contract-breakers.” In addition, the union was willing to go along 
because an AFL union "was maintaining friendly relations with 
management and obviously was awaiting an opportunity to edge 
out the CIO and take over the whole jurisdiction.” Since the great 
organizing drives of the Thirties, employers have gotten into the 
habit of distinguishing between "good responsible unions” and 
"bad irresponsible unions.” The competition between AFL and 
CIO thus furthers responsible co-operation. 

These examples of the bureaucratic integration of labor unions 
with business enterprises involve large industrial unions which 
deal with big corporations. The integration is often more far- 
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reaching where a big union deals with an industry composed of 
many scattered small-scale business enterprises. In such cases, 
the union is the most stable element in the entire industry and 
takes the primary role as stabilizing agent. Here the co-operation 
assumes a mqje obvious relevance for the economics of the in- 
dustry as a whole. 

An agreement signed by the International Ladies Garment 
Workers Union in 1941 provided for ‘obligatory standards of 
eflBciency in plant management and empowered the union to hale 
before the impartial chairman any manufacturer who failed to 
live up to these standards.” “The businessmen of the industry,” 
writes the oflBcial historian of the union, “retain the rights of 
management”: the union “accepts the premises of free enter- 
prise,** but “imposes upoif the management the obligation of effi- 
ciency.** Because “there can be no security in an insecure in- 
dustry,” the union took upon itself the job of rationalizing the 
industry as a whole and insisting upon “efficient management 
and merchandising by the employer.” In the entire industry, this 
union is the richest and largest single organization in “a Jumble 
of jobbers, manufacturers, sub-manufacturers, contractors, and 
sub-contractors.” It can aflEord, therefore, to take a statesman-like 
view. Each one of the contractors and jobbers and sub-manu- 
facturers continues to get his profits under the planning and 
rationalization imposed by the union. It is not surprising that 
employers come to the “management engineering” department 
established by this union to ask and receive aid on time and mo- 
tion studies, plant layouts, and other information designed to 
increase production. 

Golden and Ruttenberg, men with experience in CIO steel, 
discuss labor-management co-operation in a manner reminis- 
cent of any of several spokesmen for the garment industry talk- 
ing of an “efficient** labor-business cartel. “Union-management 
co-operation tends to make management more efficient and 
unions more cost-conscious, thereby improving the competitive 
position of a business enterprise, and increasing the earnings 
of both workers and owners,** write these steel unionists; and 



THE MAIN DRIFT 227 

they quote with approval the happy managers of unionized 
plants and Ordway Tead’s classic statement of worker reasons 
for business-labor co-operation: "There is a real sense in which 
the alBliated workers of an industry have more at stake in help- 
ing an industry than the salaried managers or the scattering of 
absentee stockholders/^ 

The union most obviously acts in the economic interests of the 
worker in bargaining for increased wages, directly and indi- 
rectly. The union is a jobber of labor power, selling it as dearly 
as the market will bear. And the market increasingly narrows 
down to a dozen so bargaining tables. Now, co-operation im- 
plies a definite and mutual objective between the co-operators. 
But the company waits its labor power to be as cheap as pos- 
sible, whereas the union, in so far as it operates as a union is 
supposed to operate, wants wages as high as possible. If one 
enterprise gives higher wages than other competing enterprises^ 
to maintain its level of profit it will have to charge higher prices, 
thus endangering its competitive relations with the other enter- 
prises. 

There is a solution: wages may be set for an entire industry, 
so that no one business enterprise will have cheaper labor costs 
than any other. Here on the industry level, true co-operation 
rather than compromise is possible: all the corporations form- 
ing the industry, along with the industrywide union, can pass on 
to the consumers (in the end, mainly the workers in other in- 
dustries) the higher costs involved, and thus maintain high 
profits and high wages. Within the industry there is no real con- 
flict between business and labor. 

In their search for security and in the realization of their basic 
economic character and strategy, labor unions further the tend- 
ency to rationalize the job sphere by setting up job hierarchies 
and rules of conduct within the establishment. They further the 
rationalization of the social organization of work, and they extend 
the standardization and monopoly aspects of the economy. They 



228 NEW MEN OF POWER 

would, as we have said, rationalize production without socializ- 
ing it. 

There are, of course, counter-tendencies. While one set of 
unions utilizes all technological developments, making semi- 
skilled and unskilled workers more important than skilled work- 
ingmen, other unions, such as the Musicians, look to the security 
of present members and fight for craft-like formations within 
the great industry. 

Older craft unionists fought hard for job control through the 
closed shop to aid organization. Now the closed shop makes for 
peace and stability; it therefore fascinates many businessmen as 
well as many labor leaders. The eleetrical contractors, for exam- 
ple, fear legislation which would abolish the closed shop in their 
industry. The union, policing its contracts by this means, stabi- 
lizes its tenure; ‘‘cutthroat competition leading to chaos” might 
result from open shop conditions. Often businessmen see the 
closed shop as an asset in those areas of free private enterprise 
where there is free competition. 

The big industrial monopolists show a similar concern to the 
degree that they understand the extent to which the new aristoc- 
racy of labor would go with its attempts to establish a form 
of profit sharing. In 1938, while business was still bad, the U.S. 
Steel Corporation suggested to Philip Murray that the Steel 
Workers Organizing Committee accept a wage cut. The union 
leader refused, but went on to demonstrate the possibilities of a 
more modem kind of union-management co-operation: “They 
advised against price cuts and put pressure on Washington in 
June, 1938, to delay a monopoly investigation of the steel indus- 
try, the TNEC hearings on steel, at a time when increased com- 
petition might have caused price and wage cuts. Pointing to the 
‘terror-stricken condition of the steel industry brought about by 
a system of cutthroat competition,^ the chairman of the SWOC 
said in October, 1938: ‘If the steel corporations cannot put their 
house in order, it is the avowed purpose of the organized steel 
workers in this nation to promote a constructive legislative pro- 
gram that will adequately protect the interests of the industry 
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and its workers/” That cutthroat competition had reduced the 
steel industry to terror was news to economists who had for dec- 
ades been using the steel industry as the classic example of rigid 
monopoly pricing. It is clear that the labor leaders had lined up 
with the vested interests of the industry against the general busi- 
ness community, not to mention the public. "What would Judge 
Gary have said,” Dwight Macdonald has asked, "if he had been 
told that fifteen years after his death, not only would his steel 
corporation be unionized, but that this union would come out as 
the protecting champion of the great monopoly price structure 
he had devoted his life to creating?” 

Demands for stability in the plant and enterprises uf an indus- 
try point to a third level of business-labor co-operation: the 
political economy as a whole. The more the implications of the 
concrete demands for peace and security are thought through, 
the more they point toward nationwide co-operation, under state 
control. Business-labor cartels can exist in a scattering of indus- 
tries without governmental sanction, but as unions and trade 
associations grow bigger and make more co-operative deals, the 
state steps in and regulates the total structure of business-labor 
co-operation. Over the last two decades, the liberal state in Amer- 
ica has felt the drive to stability and has been greatly moved by it. 

The Liberal State 

One of the trends characterizing U.S. society and accelerated 
by the New Deal is the increasing integration of real and, more 
particularly, potential democratic forces into the apparatus of the 
political state. This is part of the steady long-term shift in the 
locus of power from representative bodies, such as Congress, to 
administrative agencies, such as labor boards. 

Often in this situation, politics becomes a battle between vari- 
ous pressure organizations represented by lawyers and techni- 
cians, not understood or participated in by the masses of people. 
As they bargain for economic power and maneuver for better 
positions, the leaders of these organizations must discipline their 
members. Their attempt to ‘T)ore from within*' the state apparatus 



230 NEW MEN OF POWER 

is accompanied by the desire to maintain their organizations in- 
tact, even to the point of ritualistically losing sight of their ends 
in their frenzy to maintain their means. The associations, includ- 
ing labor unions, lose their independence of action; thus they 
ensnare one another. 

The New D^al was an attempt to subsidize the defaults of the 
capitalist system. Part of this attempt consisted in the effort to 
rationalize business and labor as systems of power in order to 
permit a continued flow of profits, investments, and employment. 

Under the NIRA,* the businessmen of each industry were 
allowed to agree among themselves, and with the employees, on 
the terms of business. They could set prices of products and 
wages of workers. Such a scheme differed from the old business- 
labor cartel idea in its nationwide scope and in that the Federal 
government was policing "fairness,” relaxing the anti-trust laws 
accordingly. 

Most of what was written on labor in the Thirties says a great 
deal about section 7-A and the less well-known section 7-B of 
the NIRA. It is true that these sections gave the unions an oflBcial 
go-ahead to organize labor and to represent it in the code making. 
But to study only this aspect of the NIRA is to be guilty of a 
superficial, pro-labor bias in the interpretation of the meaning 
of the act. This act must be seen in terms of its meaning for busi- 
ness-labor co-operation on the level of industrial solidarity and 
within the political economy as a whole. What it amounted to 
was an attempt to govemmentalize business-labor cartels, nation- 
wide, industry by industry. 

In its objective function, it was similar to the Italian idea of 
the corporate state: to unify the employer and the employee class 
within each industrial combine. It tried to give sovereignty to 
the monopoly unions and sovereignty to the trade associations, 
each in its proper sphere, and co-sovereignty to the trade asso- 
ciations and labor associations in their common spheres of action. 

* National Industrial Recovery Act of 1933; in May, 1935, the Supreme 
Court declared the NIRA unconstitutional. 
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NIRA failed, first because not even the amount of political 
power delegated by Congress to Roosevelt was sufficient to en- 
force the co-operation; and at that time the unions were neither 
big enough nor wise enough in the ways of security-seeking to 
uphold the arrangement voluntarily. Secondly, the practical con- 
servatives were strongly against NIRA; the small businessmen 
feared they would be squeezed out by the agreements between 
the monopolies of labor and of capital. They were of too much 
political importance to Roosevelt, a sophisticated conservative, to 
be ignored. Finally, by the time NIRA was invalidated, the econ- 
omy was somewhat improved, so that those who had been fright- 
ened relaxed, feeling they might get out of trouble in some other, 
more old-fashioned way. 

To be successful in industrywide bargaining, a union must be 
monopolistic. In its negotiating and policing work, it cannot allow 
one of its sectors, or some other union, to set a different pay scale 
and conditions for a specific local area. Nor can the corporative 
system be allowed to give its employees freedom to choose their 
unions. There must be a monopolistic union co-operating with a 
monopolistic trade association. 

The Wagner Act * embodied in law a principle that is repug- 
nant to the idea of monopolistic unions: the right of employees 
to choose their union representatives by majority vote, and the 
right to review or change that decision. The Wagner Act com- 
pelled all industries to observe the principle of choice, first legis- 
lated in the Railway Labor Act of 1926. f But the Wagner Act 
came into being under the spell, as it were, of the corporate state 
idea behind the NIRA and the experience of the boards operat- 
ing under the NIRA. In the sequence of political fact, the Wagner 
Act was adopted to replace NIRA when it ended. 

Unequal bargaining power between employee and employer, 
it was believed, leads to depressions ‘T)y preventing the stabiliza- 

^ The National Labor Relations Act of July, 1935. It was upheld by the 
Supreme Court in 1938. 

tits electoral machinery and other features were somewhat revised in 
1934 and 1936. 
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tion of competitive wage rates and working conditions.” The 
Wagner Act claimed to equalize this power. We want to make 
sure, its makers said, that (1) workers have the right to organize 
and to bargain collectively; (2) employers have no right to inter- 
fere with the formation of unions or to hamper their organizing; 
(3) the appropriate bargaining unit is decided for the workers^ 
organization; ^(4) an election is held, if necessary, by which a 
majority of the workers in a unit may choose their union rep- 
resentatives; and (5) the union they choose is certified as the 
"exclusive bargaining agent” for that unit. 

Elections under NLRB auspices determined which union was 
to be given the monopoly and excluded minority unions. The 
Wagner Act changed the basis of the monopoly by making it pos- 
sible for the employees, by a shift in majority opinion, to destroy 
or to change the monopoly agent. It institutionalized the basis 
of monopoly for the union and, within the liberal state frame- 
work, guaranteed its democratization. 

The power of the union is thus in part dependent upon the 
continuation of the governmental framework and in part upon 
the majority will of the employees. Union power is no longer 
directly dependent upon the strength it has accumulated and 
put into a direct arrangement with the employer. Every labor 
leader knew that the Taft-Hartley amendment of the law, enacted 
in the summer of 1947, might do much to break the power of 
the unions, particularly the power of those union leaders who 
had been leaning more on the national administration and its 
policies than on the massed force of the unionized workers. 

One next step in this sequence of law is clear. The industrywide 
monopolies may be forced to shed their somewhat private char- 
acter. They may become objects of regulation by government 
bodies who will outlaw strikes and compel arbitration of various 
kinds. They will next become, in practical effect if not formal 
law, organs of the state which protects their power, even as they 
have been during the late war. We cannot yet tell how fast the 
administration of the Taft-Hartley law will move in this direc- 
tion. But the dialectic of business and labor and government has 
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reached a stage where the state, in the interests of domestic sta- 
bility and international security, increasingly appropriates the 
aims of the employer and expropriates or abolishes the functions 
of the unions. 

This is the threat of increased labor-business co-operation 
within the system of private enterprise. This is the blind alley 
into which the liberal is led by the rhetoric of co-opeiation. This 
is the trap set by the sophisticated conservative as he speaks of 
the virtues of the great co-operation. 

Where Does Labor Stand? 

The labor leader is walking backwards into the future envi- 
sioned by the sophistAcated conservatives. By his long-term pur- 
suit of the short end, he *s helping move the society of the United 
States into a corporate form of garrison state. The steps he has 
taken and where he now stands may be summarized as follows: 

I. An enlarged scale of production leads to the corporate form 
of business enterprise; labor unions arise as a counter-force to 
this corporate form. The unions are economic attempts to equalize 
the bargaining power of the workers and the corporations. They 
give power to the worker for use against the power of property, 
although this fact does not appear in their operating ideology. 
Nevertheless, they would turn labor from a commodity into a job 
empire with some of the rights which property bestows upon the 
owners of the material facilities of production. 

The liberal center s theory of labor, based as it is upon the 
historical experiences and practices of the unions, is anchored in 
this phase of union history. The fight of the practical conserva- 
tives against the unions is directed against their economic func- 
tion paramount in this phase. The typical businessman in this 
public wants to break the power of the practical business unions. 
But other reactions in other forms also begin. 

n. To counter enlarging unions, the business community forms 
trade associations. As histories of their activities make plain, their 
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central aim is the destruction of labor unions or, at least, the 
neutralization of their practical power. The associations attempt 
to do this directly by co-ordinating the anti-labor activities of the 
employers, and indirectly, as managers of the political business 
of the corporations, by translating business’s economic power 
into pohtical power. 

The very existence of the trade associations puts the labor- 
business fight into the political arena. They force labor into gov- 
ernment up to its neck. During the World War I period and 
afterwards, they tried directly to break the unions; but since the 
late Thirties and especially after World War II, they have tried 
to control the unions through the government. Such political 
power and pressure as labor did exert upon the New Deal gov- 
ernment was seldom eff^Qtive against the trade associations. 

The unions, to match industrywide trade associations, seek 
industrywide power; a strike seeks to set wage rates and condi- 
tions of labor in an entire industry rather than in a plant or 
a local area. The small businessmen are particularly hurt by 
industrywide agreements; their smaller plants do not have the 
eflSciency to meet standards of labor costs generally modeled 
upon the economics of the larger dominant firms. 

The piling up of business power in corporate monopolies co- 
ordinated by trade associations is paralleled by a concentration 
of union power. At the point of attempted negotiation, the 
"power centers,” the big unions and the big corporations, dicker 
for smaller firms or smaller unions, resetting the pattern of labor- 
management relations. 

Decisions within each power hierarchy become centralized, 
being made by top oflBcers of big corporations and unions, not by 
shop stewards and plant foremen; the decisions become compli- 
cated and inflexible, for the men around the bargaining tables 
are unfree in that each talks for multiple interests and, given the 
great power each is handling, everything he says has larger 
political (class) overtones. 

Along with corporations and trade associations, the unions 
increase the tendency toward monopoly and industrywide stand- 
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ardizations. Arrangements become more embracing and more 
rigid, while the possibility of crisis becomes more perilous. In 
their search for security and in their struggle against a govern- 
ment increasingly dominated by trade associations, the leaders 
of the unions find themselves more deeply involved with the 
national state. 

m. Increasingly, this state becomes the regulator of the na- 
tional labor force, a task previously performed by individual 
employers and their unions, with only the courts intervening. As 
the fight takes on crucial national significance, the state is the 
only group which can take over. 

Not only are empJoyer functions backed up or even taken over 
by the government, but the fight itself is governmentalized. 
Matters that were priraarily economic now become pohtical. 
Contrary to the liberal theory of the state, the government is not 
a neutral umpire using its impartial wisdom to effect a fair bal- 
ance; it is increasingly a political instrument of employers, or at 
least a new amalgamation of business and governmental power. 
Confronted with state encroachment upon labor-business rela- 
tions, the economic power of the unions declines. Every economic 
tactic is as dependent for its success upon the political authorities 
as it is upon the economic strength to withdraw the worker from 
the process of production. 

The state takes over plants or mines when they are in trouble 
with the unions; it becomes the top personnel authority for the 
businesses involved; and the business managers down the line 
continue to operate the firm and the stockholders continue to 
receive the profits. 

Under such conditions, for whatever express intent, strikes 
become more political than ever. Free collective bargaining be- 
comes less a contest between the economic power of business and 
labor and more a contest between political pressures and influ- 
ences. Using their economic power, unions become merely trou- 
blesome, unless they are backed up by political power. 
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IV. In this political process, the labor leader faces a difficult 
problem. The state and the economy interpenetrate; during 
slump, war, and boom, the tie-ins tend to become ever closer. 
Yet labor unions as organizations and as memberships are ori- 
ented only in the economic sphere. They have no political pro- 
gram. Short-jun decisions and pressures and struggles do not 
give any long-run answer to major political questions. 

This is not merely an inadequacy of the labor leaders as a 
power elite; their organizations are primarily economic. In the 
cohesion of a union, for instance, it is the practical economic 
factor that is uppermost. It is the man who delivers higher wages 
who is most likely to succeed. If a labor leader begins to work 
for a political act not immediately and obviously involving an 
economic gain for his membership, immediately he will be ac- 
cused of working for personal glory and selfish power. If he takes 
a longer-run political chance, he may get into short-term eco- 
nomic trouble with his members, who, at the present time, are 
often politically passive and politically and economically illiter- 
ate, not yet realizing clearly that they are hving not in an econ- 
omy separate from a political order but in a political economy. 

In so far as the union is responsible, the reason for this apathy 
and lack of understanding began with the organizing slogans by 
which members were cajoled to join: they talked only about 
bread and butter. And there is no workers’ education program 
adequate to remedy the bad beginnings. 

Labor leaders, therefore, seem poor bets as far as political ac- 
tion is concerned. Many neither want nor are really able to par- 
ticipate in a political movement, for their character and the tradi- 
tion of the organizations they lead have selected and formed them 
as different sorts of men: many are indeed the last representatives 
of the economic man. 

V. Labor leaders as a whole are acting in the latter phases of 
the main political and economic development as if they were 
still in the earlier phases. They lag greatly, and this causes leak 
and friction. Yet in their drive for stability, using the old strate- 
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gies and equipment, they tend, along with the coinciding forces 
of government and business, to modify the larger system in which 
they operate. 

In order to secure the unions and to stabilize their business-like 
gains, the labor leaders allow their unions to evolve into institu- 
’tions which integrate the industrial worker into a political econ- 
omy that is changing from laissez-faire to monopoly and to a 
state capitalism with many corporate features. The labor leaders 
become part of a machinery which keeps them as leaders but 
makes them the go-betweens of the rank and file of workers and 
the class of owners and managers. 

In our time, when capitalism is deeply troubled and labor 
unions emerge as strong stabilizing influences, the labor leaders 
drift toward some sort of over-all bargain with industrywide 
trade associations whose agents infiltrate governing agencies. 
They become keepers of stability and, under threat, move to 
join forces with established monopoly industry, to fight together 
against unorganized sections of the economy-small farmers, 
white-collar employees, consumers, little business. They would 
stabilize what they have. 

The slogans of the liberal center justify these groupings as 
business-labor co-operation and view the state as a benevolent 
umpire and a great agent of compromise. But within a monopoly 
economy, the economics of co-operation and the politics of com- 
promise lead to a strange coincidence of forces; this is a danger- 
ous game. 

The strategy of the labor leader in his present situation is to 
narrow the struggle by working for its institutionalization. Yet his 
fearful search for safety in legal and institutional guarantee 
means that he must act as discipliner of the labor force, the basis 
of any power he may have. He begins with the sanctity of union 
contracts and he moves toward control of labor-management rela- 
tions by a government over which he has little real power. 

Two habits of labor leader policy facilitate this trend. The first, 
which began on a large scale under Roosevelt and was strength- 
ened by the wartime setup, is looking to the government or to 
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particular politicians rather than to the workers. The second is 
thinking of his movement essentially as a minority affair, which 
must balance its power against others, rather than as a potential 
majority movement with which to reorganize modem society. 

Given the state of power within the government and within 
and between dhe dominant political parties, govemmentalization 
of the economy means subsidizing the free enterprise system at 
home and abroad. 

The practical conservative’s drive to break the unions ("all of 
them are crooked”) rather than to shackle and use them ("let us 
make the unions responsible”) upsets the coincidence of forces 
back of the main drift. Yet this drive makes for confusion and 
national inconvenience, which "the public” demands be remedied. 
In turn, the public’s demand that something be done is the most 
ostensible and important prod to the state to move further along 
in the main drift. The state as presently constituted, and acting 
in a political milieu containing only the two major parties, can 
go only in that direction. The coming slump, intensifying the 
demands from all sides that something be done, will facilitate 
the whole process. 

In the meantime, because of the present organization of politi- 
cal parties, this dialectic goes on behind men’s backs, and par- 
ticularly behind the backs of the labor leaders. Within the present 
party system, labor organizations and union members do not have 
the power of decision: they are not even able to confront the live 
alternatives. Day after day they hear the clamor of the public 
that something must be done; but they don’t know what to do, 
and they are afraid. 
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ALTERNATIVES 


THE MAIN drift goes on behind men^s backs, but what do the men 
who lead see before them, and what are their plans? Not all 
leaders are confronted at all times with real alternatives, and 
only leaders of great stature ever see beyond the details of imme- 
diate and compelling decisions; ordinarily they do not gain the 
vision required to grasp their situation, the various ways out of 
it, and the possible consequences of each alternative. 

Men in power are like men playing poker: no one of them 
knows just what he wih do until the one next to him has done 
what the one next to him has forced upon him. That is a more 
realistic image than that of isolated thinkers confronted with 
clear choices of sharp alternatives. Yet ideas are relevant in this 
poker game of power. 

The American labor leader does not usually initiate political 
programs and strategies. Generally he follows the ideology of 
traditional business unionism, which developed when organized 
labor was a minority stratum in the skilled labor market, and of 
liberal state unionism, which grew from traditional business 
unionism in contact with mass industry and from the welfare state 
notions of the New Deal. 

Today neither liberalism nor business strategy avail against the 
main drift. If rigorously pursued, either idea may be economically 
troublesome to the executives of American society, but politically, 
both are merely aspects of the main drift. In the meantime, for 
new ideas which might open up a way out, the labor leader seems 
dependent upon the political intellectuals, whose ideas sometimes 
engage the attention and support of various political publics. 

The question, *What is to be done?'’ may be answered by 
proposals of next steps, by statements of programs, or by exhorta- 
tions of general principles. 
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Most members of the mass public, like many labor leaders, 
live below the high level of alertness that characterizes politically 
minded groups. Following scattered political expedients, they are 
usually creatures of the next step and take to general principles 
more readily than to programs. Many of the independent left 
have lost thei?: will for next steps; entertaining only general prin- 
ciples, they sometimes mistake isolated next steps for morally 
motivated programs. Liberals and practical conservatives, be- 
tween whom the main political struggle now goes on, are equally 
expert in the next step and the hortatory principle; neither of 
them has any program. 

Programs state next steps leading to a principled image. Thus 
to have a program means to trace the consequences of any pro- 
posed next step upon the image of the world projected in princi- 
ple. Only two political publics now seem to have programs; they 
represent the extreme political positions, the sophisticated right 
and the far left. 

The program of the sophisticated conservatives is not usually 
stated in terms of its long-term consequences; nevertheless, it may 
be inferred from their proposals of next steps and their general 
principles. Always tainted with liberal rhetoric, its assertions are 
addressed to a mixed political public composed of the practical 
right, the liberal center, and the educated members of the mass 
public. 

The program of the far left does not often clothe itself in liberal 
rhetoric in an attempt to win over or use the liberal center. In 
fact, by the public relations-minded standards of sophisticated 
conservatives, it is naively outspoken and stupidly rational. Yet 
when put together with the ideas of those independent leftists 
who are still thinking politically, it is radical in the literal sense. 
It attempts to get to the root of what is happening and what 
might be done about it. 

The Program of the Right 

Unlike their ‘ practical” colleagues, the sophisticated conserva- 
tives see the world, rather than some sector of it, as an object of 
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profit. They have planned a series of next steps which amount 
to a New Deal on a world scale operated by big businessmen. 
In so far as the New Deal was a program— or in so far as its 
expediencies may now be looked at together— it tried to make 
good the defaults of the capitalist system in America. Sophisti- 
cated conservatives objected only when, in so doing, the New 
Deal lifted national consumer power or helped small men whom 
New Deal theorists claimed to be also part of the capitalist 
system. To operate this system on a world scale it is necessary 
to think politically on a world scale. 

Many sophisticated conservatives would make loans, which 
they say are huge, to foreign countries for political as well as 
economic purposes. They would “grant” money to countries like 
England, and “loan” money to countries like the Latin Americas; 
in their effort to stop the leftward drift of the world, whomever 
they could not control they would team up with. The amount of 
public money used, write Fortune editorialists, would depend on 
the willingness of U.S. private capital “to seize boldly upon the 
greatest chance, the greatest Venture’ it has ever faced.” This 
money would be spent “in return for a franchise to live and do 
business in peace at a profit.” That is a straightforward political 
statement of who would get what. 

But where would the money come from? At first it would come 
“out of the hides of American wage earners, businessmen, and 
entrepreneurs”— out of taxes. And where would it go? “Nine-tenths 
of the money loaned would be spent in the U.S. for U.S. goods 
. . . it has no place else to go.” It is as simple as that; we see 
here the New Deal type of mechanism for saving capitalism 
operating all over the world. Rather than merely pumping up 
the wage worker at home so he can buy, the plan is to pump up 
the world so that U.S. business can control all investments. 

According to Business Week, Washington and Moscow are ma- 
neuvering into position for the eventual showdown. The export 
boom, as of the summer of 1947, “wont last many months unless 
the U.S. gives the world a new financial shot in the arm.” Russia 
counts on “a slump in this country due to failure of the capitalist 
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countries to restore trade. The real threat of war hes in the failure 
to restore this trade/’ The U.S. "is shaping a new eight-billion- 
dollar program. ... Its purpose is to avert a threatened eco- 
nomic collapse in Europe and a violent cut in U.S. exports.” The 
former would mean "political results that Washington would 
hardly welcofne”; and as for the latter; "the U.S. could hardly 
escape the crash if we try to pull out just now.” These are not 
isolated items; they represent the continuous reasoning of the 
sophisticated conservative in the middle of the Forties. 

"We are asking the U.S. businessman,” ^writes Fortune, "to 
think of Wendell Willkie s ^One World’ not in fancy geopolitical 
terms, but merely in market terms.” In describing the glories of 
capitalist expansion in terms of what father and son did, they 
ask; "Is this expansion fi;om local ironmonger to ^national distri- 
bution’ ordained to stop there? The task of expanding trade in 
stove pipe from a national to an international range is a tricky 
and often exasperating business, but there is money in it.” This 
is the image of the profitable world of U.S. power, with Britain 
waning and Russia waxing strong. 

Along with the U.S. public s money would go "the friendly 
collaboration of technical staffs.” These latter would "help in the 
most eflScient spending of the sums loaned.” For to make foreign 
markets profitable for American businessmen, even if through 
subsidy by the taxpayer, "is something much nobler than sitting 
back and yammering at the State Department about ‘policy,’ as 
if we of the business community were not part of that and could 
not develop a policy in our oum terms/' 

The late war has brought about a world situation in which it 
is not necessary for a capitalist power such as the United States 
to resolve its internal contradictions in the classic manner of 
exporting at the point of a gun. War production and postwar 
boom should not obscure the ten-year slump that preceded. 
Everyone knew that the productive facilities could then have 
done what they did so easily during the war; everyone knew 
that for a time the governmental subsidy, which in economic 
fact the war was, would activate the system. Now it seems clear 
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that, sooner or later, there will be another slump. Only if the 
world economy can be reconditioned can U.S. capitalism use it 
in order to allay her own internal cycle. 

The dilemma of the U.S. abroad is clear: in order to set up 
and maintain an anti-Russian bloc, she must subsidize her late 
enemies, Japan and Germany, as well as her ally in arms and only 
competitor in the world market. Great Britain. But these coun- 
tries cannot experience an expanded economy either, unless they 
share in the world market to some extent. Particularly is this 
true of Britain, which is using some of the three billion U.S. loan 
to compete with U.S. industr)\ Everybody wants to export, no- 
body can afford to import. ‘‘Britain has announced that it must 
sell 75 per cent mere goods than prewar to balance its trade 
books. France’s Monet Jlan calls for an 87 per cent increase 
in export volume. . . . And so it goes ... to maintain full em- 
ployment,” says Business Week in January, 1948, “it has been care- 
fully estimated that our [U.S.] total export volume must be about 
three times that of the years just before World War II. Our ex- 
ports of machinery and vehicles must be about five times greater.” 

This foreign program is now the spinal nerve of tlie sophisti- 
cated conservatives plan: its principle is a world profitable for 
U.S. business; its next steps are the massive politically guided 
loans, paid for by the U.S. people. We live and will continue to 
live in the shadow of World War III, which, according to the 
sophisticated conservative, is to be organized “conjunctively be- 
tween business and government.” There must be a “concert of 
policy between business and government.” 

The present boom is an economic echo of war; the government 
that originated this boom is, in fact, an active agent in its con- 
tinuance. It has given heavy credits and loans to foreign coun- 
tries, thus enabling them to place orders for capital goods with 
U.S. industry. It is spending large sums on military items and in 
subsidies of other sorts. The staggering after-tax profits made by 
corporations during and after the war have piled up, and there 
is a heavy cash reserve available on suitable terms for industrial 
purposes. The war dammed up a demand by stopping the pro- 
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duction of durable consumer goods; it made the demand effective, 
for a time, by creating full employment and maintaining prices 
at relatively low levels for four or five years. The farmers, who 
of all sizable classes in the population benefited most economi- 
cally from the war, have a continued chance for prosperity be- 
cause of governmental price minimums and because a starving 
world hungers for the farm produce of the U.S. But each of these 
things may pass. Boom and war go together; unless there is a 
quick buildup for another war, it looks like slump. 

All this is taken into account by the sophisticated conservatives. 
They say: if our program is not carried out, there will be serious 
military and political consequences on a world scale, as well as 
domestic economic consequences for which we cannot take re- 
sponsibility. There will a horrible slump in the U.S., and she 
will lie prostrate before Russia, who will tlius win the world 
by default in the struggle of The Last World War. We cannot 
do business with Russia. *lt is to businessmen that we must look, 
for they now have an almost everlasting power of choice.” 

In the history of capitalism, the sophisticated conservatives 
are doing an old job, with vigor and skill, under new condi- 
tions. Politically they would build up to a war with Russia, and 
economically they would figure out a way of getting rid of “excess 
production” until war production again brings profit to U.S. 
businessmen at home and abroad. It is a consistent view, and its 
image of our future is plain. 

Foreign programs have their domestic reasons: it is their do- 
mestic troubles that interest the sophisticated conservatives in 
coming to the fore as policy makers for the right. Up to the Thir- 
ties, capitalist progress favored the ideology of the practical con- 
servative. The business community of the United States has not 
been economically fascinated by foreign adventure. Even in its 
best years of foreign trade, less than 10 per cent of U.S. produc- 
tion has been exported. In the general framework of the political 
economy, not much has depended upon either the politics or the 
economics of imperialism. But the slump of the Thirties scared 
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the right, and during this period its more far-sighted members 
began to understand how to avoid a recurrence. In its magnitude, 
the slump of 1929-39 was qualitatively different from earlier 
slumps. The United States entered the second World War with- 
out having solved the conditions of that slump. Her productive 
apparatus had not been fully employed for 10 years, and 10,000,- 
000 workers were out of work. During the war, the United States 
enormously increased this productive apparatus. As Fritz Stern- 
berg has shown, the U.S., in the middle Forties, can produce 
some 50 per cent more industrially and some 33 per cent more 
agriculturally than before the war. 

Now there is no war. U.S. business must find a market for this 
potential flood of goods. 

Only one major capitalist country came out of the last slump 
before the war: Nazi Germany demonstrated that unemployment 
in capitalist society can be solved by a war economy during peace- 
time. There are other ways besides a war economy of trying to 
prime the pump, but either they are not politically or technically 
possible on a large-enough scale or they weaken the class posi- 
tion of the conservatives and strengthen that of the workers and 
middle-class employees. 

The liberal state might meet the problem by deficit spending 
on public works or by subsidizing consumption directly and indi- 
rectly, income being redistributed from higher to lower classes. 
The first method would require WPA’s, new roads, family allow- 
ances, etc. The second might be accomplished by reducing the 
prices of consumers' goods while holding wages constant, or hold- 
ing prices constant and allowing wages to rise, or by taxation 
graded sharply according to income levels, shifting income in 
some political way from real profits to real wages in order to 
increase effective demand. 

In so far as they can avoid it, conservatives, both practical and 
sophisticated, will not seriously consider such techniques. To the 
contrary, the present anti-labor offensive is part of a pro-slump 
policy. In so far as labor is weakened, politically and economi- 
cally, labor's share of the income is decreased, which means that 
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the very purchasing power needed to stave off slump is being 
drained. Consumption would have to be raised 40 or 50 per cent 
above 1939, and there would have to be profit ceilings and price 
and investment controls, to prevent a slump by such internal 
means. 

Reasonable people, who believe such added consumer powers 
will be politically given in order to prime the economic pump, 
overlook the political framework required for such economic 
mechanisms. Within liberal society, the system of economic bal- 
ances has a power aspect: in a very real sense it is a precarious 
balance of class forces rather than a natural harmony of pro- 
ducers and consumers. 

So long as national income is increasing and the system is ex- 
panding, the peaceful collaboration of labor unions and trade 
associations might work economically; but in slump, when there 
is no expansion, the collaboration will not work politically. Em- 
ployers, if not also union leaders, will come to understand that 
they are not fighting over mere dollars and cents; they are fight- 
ing over power. 

In such a balance of classes, the government, pulled and 
pushed by trade associations and, for a while, by labor unions, 
can be greatly weakened. Out of such perilous balance, there 
would come from the politically unaware public an urgent de- 
mand that somebody do something. In Italy, Germany, Austria, 
and Spain somebody did something. 

The conservative way to economic balance, without disturbing 
the income and power relations between the classes, is deficit 
spending in foreign rather than in domestic fields, coupled with 
building a war economy in time of peace. Even the greatest con- 
ceivable expansion of foreign markets in the world today would 
not alone begin to neutralize the economic factors that are mak- 
ing for slump. The two go together in the American constellation 
of monopoly power. They form the program of the sophisticated 
conservative. 

**It is not impossible,’" Business Week explained in 1946, "to 
envisage the day when a spokesman for military needs sits in on 
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every major business decision/' Above all a “business recession 
would quickly send industrial research departments scurrying for 
federal contracts.” Since the wars end, “mobilization factors” 
assume more and more importance in business policy. Continual 
“contract development work,” on cost-plus-fee basis, rather than 
a mobilization program when the war is upon us, is the order of 
the day. Disputes between business and military contracting of- 
ficials over the terms are minor quarrels. 

During the late war, vital decisions, including those of the 
wartime shape of the U.S. political economy, were often shared 
by the elites of mihtary violence, monopoly capitalism, and po- 
litical state. Big business took over many strategic positions of 
the wartime political economy. Mr. Forrestal, then the Secretary 
of the Navy, proposed thrt an administrative eUte be developed 
more or less in the image of the military profession. Its members 
would be given “sabbatical leaves” in order to participate in 
“business activities.” Informally, something like that is already 
operating: right after the war many generals went into, or back 
into, big business. Today, in peacetime, the Department of Com- 
merce is calling many key businessmen important in the late war 
administration back to their posts. 

Two of the most powerful ofiScialdoms of American society, the 
big businessmen and the officer corps, thus come together within 
the framework of the democratic state. Those who monopolize 
the means of production and those who monopolize the means 
of violence have many interests in common, and any unity on 
their part obviously threatens democratic control of the political 
order. 

The classic liberal theory of social development— from the un- 
free military state to the free industrial society— must now be 
telescoped into a model of a social structure at once military and 
industrial. What Herbert Spencer took to be a sequence of stages 
may turn out to be a dialectic, the synthesis of which is now in 
view. 

That the United States has not had a military caste of much 
consequence means now that it is easy for members of non- 
military elites to be incorporated into the high ranks of the mili- 
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taiy. Direct commissions can easily be arranged for business 
elites, as they were for the railroad colonels of the late war. From 
the big business side of the alliance, C. E. Wilson, addressing 
the Army Ordinance Association, has asserted "that we should 
henceforth mount our national policy upon the solid fact of an 
industrial capacity for war, and a research capacity for war that 
is also m being' . . . anything less is foolhardy." In the early 
Thirties, the Nazi theoretician, Ewald Banse also proposed "pre- 
paredness science" as "the focus of all scientific work." "It might 
even be wise,” Mr. Wilson publicly continues, to "give reserve 
commissions to outstanding industrialists to^ insure their interest 
and build a closer bond between them and these services ” From 
the union of the military, the scientific, and the monopoly busi- 
ness elite, "a combined chief of staff” for America's free private 
enterprise is to be drawn. 

Mr. Wilson and Mr. Forrestal are logical and realistic spokes- 
men for their respective interests; they voice the economic and 
military requirements of the main drift. Each proposal supple- 
ments the other; together they present an image of a militarized 
capitalism in the defense of which they would conscript America. 

Their plans solve the two main problems, mass unemployment 
and world war. Mass unemployment is done away with only by 
war, and war— as President Roosevelt once remarked— will never 
be done away with until full employment is attained. According 
to Mr. Wilson, however, war is "inevitable in our human affairs 
... a basic element in evolutionary peace.” 

Changes in a social structure as well articulated as this often 
proceed by bargains between the leaders of various organizations. 
They may each enter the bargains for different reasons and they 
may come out of them doing things they never expected. It is not 
at all impossible that American society may be conscripted for 
monopoly business on the model of an army garrison under the 
perilous image of peace by mutual fright. 

If the sophisticated conservatives have their way, the next New 
Deal wiU be a war economy rather than a welfare economy, al- 
though the conservative's liberal rhetoric might put the first in 
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the guise of the second. In the last transition from peace to war, 
WPA was replaced by WPB. 

The establishment of a permanent war economy is a long-time 
trend. Its pace and tactics will vary according to the phase of 
the slump-war-boom cycle dominant at any given time. In the 
phase of inflated boom with great fear of slump, the practical 
rightists have the initiative, but in the longer historical perspec- 
tive, they are merely advance shock troops of the big right. Carry- 
ing out the old-fashioned policies of the practical conservatives 
will lead straight into slump. Then the sophisticated conserva- 
tives will take over policy-making for the business class as a 
whole. 

The practical conservatives fight the unions; taking a short-run 
economic view, they try to smash them. In doing so, they further 
deprive the economy of the purchasing power needed to avoid 
slump. When the slump comes, the sophisticated conservatives, 
whose view will be dominant, may continue the labor-smashing 
policies of the practical right or, if they need the labor leader 
and his organization as a disciplinary force and can count on 
co-operation, they may try to capture the labor leader in order 
to monopolize all chances of independent organization among 
the rank and file. 

The labor leader has to fight the practical conservative who 
would destroy his job and his union, but in the end, he will have 
to come to some kind of terms with the program of the sophisti- 
cated conservative. In fighting the Utopian capitalist of the prac- 
tical right, however, the labor leader often assumes the liberal 
tactics and rhetoric of big business co-operation; he asks for the 
program of the sophisticated conservative; he asks for a place in 
the new society which the sophisticated conservative envisions, 
and which the main drift is bringing. He is not only caught be- 
tween two evils, but in fighting the one, he is exposing himself 
to the other. Economic disaster hangs over his head, and in strug- 
gling against the political forces leading to it, the labor leader 
takes a political road and uses a liberal ideology wliich would 
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bind him to the political economy of the sophisticated conserva- 
tive. 

It is a question of timing and of phases. The program of the 
practical right means slump. The program of the sophisticated 
right means war to avoid slump or to recover from it. This cycle 
of utopian and military policies for capitalism, with its oscilla- 
tions of slump and war, will end in a corporate state presiding 
over an industrial society in a war condition, with or without 
labor leaders. When the military state is joined with private 
monopoly power, a permanent war economy is required to main- 
tain the productive apparatus in a condition of profitable utiliza- 
tion and society in a state of acquiescent dread. 

The Program of the Left 

Confronted with the main drift and the program of the right, 
the American left is now powerless, distracted, and confused. 
Over most of the world the left has been beaten; and in the last 
40 years, when it has won, its victory has often passed into its 
Thermidor. Men have not won freedom or security, but have 
remained in the rack of capitalist society or have been quickly 
geared into an equally alien apparatus of state control. 

The program of the right can be presented as an implementa- 
tion of what is now happening in and to the world, but no left 
program can honestly be asserted in such a compelling way. 
What is happening is destructive of the values which the left 
would implant into modern society: nowhere are leftward forces 
linked with endeavors that are moving effectively against the 
main drift. Instead there are scattered tendencies and defenses, 
and ideas and plans carried by equally scattered intellectuals. 
The left is neither anchored in the sequence of events nor linked 
securely with large forces of rebellion. It is socially meager and 
economically unused. Any statement of its goals and strategy is 
likely to appear abstract and anti-climactic after an analysis of 
the linkage of the right s program with the main drift. 

The ideas available on the left today are less a program than a 
collective dream. We choose this word "dream” carefully, for 
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given their powerless condition and lack of movement, what 
is said by left intellectuals inevitably seems dream-like in qual- 
ity. We shall not attempt to analyze the historical experience 
of European socialist parties in their relations with labor unions, 
nor account for the absence of a socialist movement in the United 
States. We do not write as party historians nor certainly as party 
tacticians, for there is no party which we would seriously address. 
We shall attempt to do only one thing: to make the collective 
dream of the left manifest. In doing so we shall not try to remove 
the naivete of formulation that is now so often part of the low 
state of American socialist tlieory. 

The social imaginations of left intellectuals in America were 
greatly stimulated atid expanded during the slump of the last 
decade. During the war, v.s seems to be the case in modern wars, 
much ground was lost, and many who were once radical have 
now given up. Yet the war and its results destroyed many liberal 
myths and revealed many conservative intentions and conse- 
quences. 

On the ideological side, the left would replace the myths and 
compromises of liberalism by concrete analyses and plans. The 
present impasse of the left prompts its adherents to take new 
bearings, and drawing upon tlie last century of left tradition and 
ideas, to build a plan of attack, a strategical program, and an 
image of the future. Any survey of left tradition reveals that its 
aim, stated briefly, has been to democratize the structure of mod- 
em society. The left is easily derailed; it forms and re-forms 
its camps wherever men would exercise their democratic will. 
When classic socialism was compromised by social democracy, 
by petty trade unionism and political mugwumping, twentieth- 
century syndicalism and guild socialism arose as an attempt to 
restore the more direct democratic impulses of classic left tradi- 
tion; and today, when the Communists have become the foreign 
agents of a bureaucratic tyranny, the left stmggles to free itself 
from their influence and to reform as an independent force. 

Classic socialism shares its master purpose with classic democ- 
racy. The difference between Thomas Jefferson and Karl Marx 
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is a half century of technological change, during which industry 
replaced agriculture, the large-scale factory replaced the indi- 
vidual workshop, the dependent wage and salary worker re- 
placed the independent proprietor. Left movements have been 
a series of desperate attempts to uphold the simple values of 
classic democracy under conditions of giant technology, monop- 
oly capitalism, and the behemoth state— in short, under the con- 
ditions of modern life. 

In contrast with the left’s dream, the formal democracy of 
twentieth-century America is confined to a naiiow political area; 
the rest of man s life, particularly his work, is left out. Industry, 
the leftist believes, is now the domain of autocratic decisions 
which affect people more decisively than anything Congress, 
hedged in by administrative agencies, might do. Within its en- 
larged administrative structure, even political democracy is be- 
coming less and less direct; the distant control over the repre- 
sentative makes him unreal to the people, and a creature of forces 
at the hub. Formal democracy, the leftist continues, does not 
allow men the opportunity to rule themselves nor offer them the 
chance to learn self-control in the process of administration. 

The left would establish a society in which everyone vitally 
affected by a social decision, regardless of its sphere, would have 
a voice in that decision and a hand in its administration. To so 
democratize modern society, to rebuild it upon the principles of 
immediate freedom and security, requires that the main drift be 
stopped, that society be rid of its increasingly managed move- 
ment through slump and war. 

Power won by election, revolution, or deals at the top will 
not be enough to accomplish this. In the day-by-day process of 
accumulating strength as well as in times of social upset, the 
power of democratic initiation must be allowed and fostered in 
the rank and file. The leftist believes that a movement must be 
built powerful enough to put into practice the policies required 
to stop the main drift and, at the same time, implant into the very 
mechanisms of society the democratic impulses which it instills 
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and releases in its members. During their struggle, the people 
involved would become humanly and politically alert. 

These are immense goals, but nothing less is possible to the 
democratic left. What these goals mean to the leftist can be made 
clear by considering how he strives to move toward them and 
what instruments he feels are available and required. 

As the right focuses its program upon the business leader 
and makes its demands of the business community, so the left 
focuses upon the labor leader and makes its demands of the 
laboring community. Business leaders and labor leaders are the 
two handles which right and left would grasp; they represent 
the larger groups whi('h these politically alert publics would 
set in further motion. The program of the left, however, so far 
as the labor unions are concerned, attempts to seize upon the 
root of the matter: man in the process of his work. 

I. The unions, in the left’s view, should seek to establish a 
workers’ control over the social process of work. This means 
that in every workshop or its equivalent the unionized workers 
would continually strive to encroach upon the functions now 
performed by owners of industry and their appointed managers. 
The only limits to this encroachment are set by the union’s power. 
Within the union, the organized unit of work is taken as the basis 
of organization, and the rest of tlie union built up from there. 
The workshop, as G. D. H. Cole has said, contains ^‘the most 
important outposts, though by no means the most important cita- 
dels, of capitalism.” It is there “that the workers can most easily 
concentrate their power and take over positive functions.” Within 
the company, the plant is to be taken over by the union to the 
fullest extent of its power. Ideally, if all management personnel 
did not show up for work, the plant could be eflFectively operated 
by the workers and their unions. 

The trade union thus becomes the immediate political com- 
munity of the worker. Within it, issues that directly affect his 
daily life are posed for argument and decision. The union con- 
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tract is seen as a changing constitution of an industrial govern- 
ment, the union as a self-governing agency of the social process 
of production. No intelligent leftist thinks hours and wages are 
unimportant, but just as important and often more so are the 
detailed conditions of work, especially authority in the shop. The 
union becomes tl^e means of a social revolution in the working 
hfe of the worker; it transforms his daily working existence. 

This is the beginning point, for the work men do is the central 
fact of the waking hours of their lives. The questions that 
touch them concern the organization of their work. If the con- 
ditions of labor are oppressive and unfree, if the laborer at work 
is disciplined by men over whom he has no control, if he is 
paced by technical and human machinery he does not under- 
stand, then, according to the left, his whole life is oppressive. 
He can be made free only by a democratic organization of the 
productive process within each plant, shop, ojSBce, and place of 
work in an industry. The questions at issue are precisely those 
that have been within the prerogatives of management. 

To enlarge the democratic power of the worker in the shop, 
the unions would have to strive to take from the employer the 
right to appoint supervisors and foremen; the unionized workers 
would elect their immediate authorities, thus making "the disci- 
pline of the shop a matter, no longer of imposition from with- 
out, but of self -regulation by the group as a whole."' Those who 
are doing the work would choose their leaders for the work. 
The union would strive to substitute its democratic organization 
for the organization of the company by seeking genuinely col- 
lective contracts in which the workers" own collective regula- 
tions for hiring and firing are substituted for the companies". 
, It is not enough, according to the leftist, that the worker be 
represented on governing bodies by labor union officials. To 
have a real and felt control over the sphere of his own work, 
the worker himself must have a more direct chance to have his 
say. The representative of labor within the plant would function 
only part-time, retaining his job in the plant. 

The unions would proceed toward the establishment of a 
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democracy inside the workshop in accordance with the principle 
of independence of labor action. This means independence from 
the employer and from the state, both of which encroach upon 
shop organization. The unions would not accept, much less seek, 
“joint contror or membership in labor-management production 
committees; they would seek to transfer power over the work- 
shop from the employer’s agents into their own hands. A shop 
stewards’ committee elected by the workers would strive to be 
recognized by the employers, but the employer would have no 
representative sitting on it. Contracts would at all times be of 
as short duration as possible, and moreover, they would termi- 
nate at the same time those of other unions terminate. 

Independence of labor action means continual workers’ control 
at the point of production, which means that the union would 
attempt to replace management function by workers’ control at 
every point where its power permits. The union would proceed 
as if it were going to become the organizer of work within this 
society and the basis for a social reorganization for a future 
democratic society. 

In order to proceed with such a program the unions as they 
now exist would have to be drastically modified at two points: 
they would have to greatly expand the basis of their membership, 
and they would have to be solidly united; 

The unions must organize the unorganized, ceasing to be aris- 
tocracies of labor, however large, and becoming coextensive with 
people who work for wages or salary. They must become rep- 
resentative of all the lower strata, not only in order to have the 
power needed, but because under present conditions, and more 
so in slump, such an enlargement of members will energize their 
policies. 

The unions would thus become organizations in which the 
solidarity of all labor becomes real; the unions would unite. 
They would change from "a congeries of mutually suspicious 
and often conflicting units into a rationally organized body, fol- 
lowing in the main the industrial form of organization, and 
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binding together the whole of the trade unionist workers into a 
single effectively directed force, really capable of united action 
on matters of common concern.” 

To encroach upon managements power over the social or- 
ganization of work, to expand union membership to be coexten- 
sive with all wage^and salaried work, to unite in order to be able 
to exert their accumulation of power most effectively— these re- 
quire that labor unionists pay attention not only to the shop but 
to the economics of the industry, as well as to the political 
spheres of the whole society. 

Technical and economic planning is not a politically neutral 
technique. In fact, no plan capable of solving the slump-war- 
boom cycle and maintaining full production and employment 
would be accepted by the .wnservative members of the main 
drift or by their liberal allies. Any such plan would inevitably 
threaten and destroy existing property relations. Therefore every 
such plan would be advanced by labor and the left along with an 
expos6 of the concrete political and economic reasons for the 
resistance to it. Instead of trying to educate the Secretary of 
Commerce or the corporate officialdom, the left would try to 
educate the people involved. To do otherwise would be to treat 
political issues as if they were technical problems and to as- 
sume, in accordance with the liberal rhetoric, that the economic 
system of monopoly capitalism is harmonious and rational. To do 
that would demoralize the workers who believed in the plan. 
It is acting in an irrational class society as if it were a rational 
co-operative one. 

Neither slump nor war will be avoided within the present 
American system. To solve these twin issues in a leftist way, 
the living standard of the U.S. people would have to be raised 
enormously. It will not be so raised within the present framework. 
The American right in the modem capitalist state would "solve” 
the problems of slump by war, or by a permanent war economy. 
Neither slump nor war, the leftist believes, will be avoided if 
American society is not economically transformed. 
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n. The left s economic program for the unions involves a con- 
tinuous bookkeeping for given industries and for the economy 
as a whole. A running balance sheet of human needs and eco- 
nomic production, and a public statement of the relations of 
prices, wages, and profits for each major industry and for the 
total economy would be kept. Whenever the output appeared to 
be dropping below what is required for continued full production 
and employment and the highest possible level of consumption, 
the union would take up the issue in its negotiations with the 
industries involved and the union movement with the head- 
quarters of rightist power. 

Plans for increasing or maintaining production would imme- 
diately be made, in close consultation with the production workers 
involved. This planning is seen as part of the control from below 
that is the keystone of the democratic aim of the unions. On 
the left, plans would be so worked out and so discussed that 
‘‘each man ... in control of any particular stage of the process 
must be aware of the relation of his role in production to tliat 
of every other man. That,” as Rea Stone puts it, “is the essence 
of planning.” 

When their plans are rejected, the unions would follow up 
with the demand that the industry involved be “nationalized” 
and that the workers be allowed to run it according to the plans 
they have set fortli. This demand, according to the left, should 
be put forth positively: if “they” can't do it, we can. Since the 
rise of the Soviet state, leftist thinkers have become clearer about 
the meaning of their demand to de-privatize industry, although 
many aspects of the matter require further clarification. It is not 
a fetish with them; no leftist believes that such a move would 
solve all the problems with which he is confronted. But as one 
concrete link in their program, it is decisive for all leftists. 

In left circles today, the slogan of nationalization means noth- 
ing unless it is accompanied by concrete plans for socialization 
involving workers* control. In industrially backward countries, 
such as India, nationalization may be advanced by struggling 
capitalists in order to accelerate the countries* progress to mod- 
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em capitalism. In advanced countries with centuries of capitalism 
behind them, such as England, nationalization may be resorted 
to in order to shift the losses and risks of profitless industries off 
the shoulders of capitalists and onto those of taxpayers. Nation- 
alization and socialization are thus by no means identical. 

In the left dreafn, socialization is a central end; nationalization 
is seen as an often dangerous means to that end. To nationalize 
the means of production and distribution without socializing the 
concrete organization of work, and therewith man himself, is 
only too likely to result in the incorporation of uyion bureaucracy 
with state bureaucracy, both being burdens on the alienated 
worker and barriers to his daily freedom at work. The left would 
socialize the means of production in order to further the humani- 
zation of man himself. It is^n the workshop, more than in the 
electoral district, that the new man of a free society must be 
developed. That is why the leftist believes that workers^ control, 
more of it or less of it, should be the first and the continual de- 
mand in every union negotiation and strategy. 

In addition to socializing the work process, the object of na- 
tionalizing industry, in the words of G. D. H. Cole, “is to make 
the conduct of industry subject to considerations of public policy 
and to co-ordinate all the industries concerned in accordance 
with a general plan directed by the working class movement.” 
The public policy most relevant is how to avoid slump without 
resort to war economy. Short of nationalization, and during the 
transition, the key demand of the left and of its unions is dras- 
tic redistribution of real income, to be accomplished by a sharply 
graduated income tax, a lifting of indirect consumers’ taxation, 
greatly advanced wages, and greatly reduced price levels. 

’ In the highly developed U.S. production plant there is no 
necessary disharmony between public control of economic deci- 
sions and workers’ control within the shop. The modem political 
imagination has not even begun to be exerted on the potential 
forms of democracy at this point; according to the left, decentral- 
ized shop control and centralized economic planning are entirely 
compatible. Men in their roles as consumers are distinct from 



ALTERNATIVES 259 

men in their roles as producers, in the first case obviously having 
more to do with the external relations than the internal conduct 
of an industry. 

Such an economic program for the unions is merely one or two 
steps from the demands now being raised by the vanguard 
unions. Labor has moved, as Nat Weinberg, Research Director 
of the UAW, has recently said, from a bargaining situation based 
on *‘the momentary power relationship, as between a local, gen- 
erally a small employer and a local, frequently a craft union,” 
to a situation in which it has a passive interest in the figures on 
industrial activity, but without hope of changing the general 
economic environment which conditions union effectiveness. Re- 
cently a third stage has begun: “Some unions, at least, now look 
upon statistics as social tools ... as instruments for the meas- 
urement of the social performance of our economic machine.” 
Mr. Weinberg reminds us that “the first major collective bargain- 
ing campaign was fought out over the wage-price-profit relation- 
ship” only in 1945. 

Before the rise of the CIO, the small-scale unions, “function- 
ing in the peripheral areas of the economy,” made it “futile for 
labor to think in terms of an over-all economic program. . . . 
Leaders of the craft unions could function effectively at the 
expense of the vastly larger group of unorganized wage and 
salary workers.” But already leftist leaders see that 14,000,000 
organized people “can make progress only wdth and not at the 
expense of the community.” Now the organized workers are defi- 
nitely in the mass-production industries “where the crucial deci- 
sions are made which determine the material fortunes of all the 
American people, and labor is face to face wdth the decisive power 
in the economy and conscious of a new responsibility for the wel- 
fare of the community as a whole ” 

m. Just as the shop program is the foundation for the eco- 
nomic program, so the economic program is the base for the 
political program which the left would have the unions take 
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up. But workshop and economic programs will be bitterly fought 
on the political front; without a political program, and the accu- 
mulation of political power, labor’s shop and economic plans do 
not have a chance. 

Labor’s political program must rest upon labor’s economic 
strength; but that strength, no matter how hard won, will be 
shattered if it is not used politically. Yet political triumphs, 
no matter how great, may mean little or nothing within the pres- 
ent system if they are accompanied by economic failure. Action 
in each must open possibilities in the other, although in the 
general view of the left, behind the man in the political organi- 
zation stands the man in the union, and behind the man in the 
union stands the man in the shop. Indeed, if those in shop and 
economy are to do the work^assigned them by the program of 
the left in the transformation of modem society, they need a 
political wing as independent in its activity and as vigorous in 
its sphere as the unions are in theirs. 

The reason for an economic underpinning for any political 
action on the part of the left goes beyond the formal fact that 
political power rests upon economic power. A socialist political 
program could not be successfully carried through in this so- 
ciety unless training were provided in the more direct democracy 
of daily life, in the shop and in the unions. Those who are 
serious about democracy must begin by giving the impulses of 
man a chance to realize themselves creatively in work. That is 
the basis for a politics of democratic socialism. Yet there is no 
need for leftists to limit their struggle to the shop and the 
economy. 

Today, knit together as they are by trade associations, the 
corporations steadily translate economic strength into eflFective 
and unified political power. The power of the federal state has 
increased enormously. The state is now so big in the economy, 
and the power of business is so great in the state, that unions 
can no longer seriously expect even their traditional short-run 
economic gains without considering the conditions under which 
their demands are politically realizable. If the democratic power 
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of numbers is to be used against the concentrated power of 
money, it must in some way create its own political force. It 
is the aim of labor’s political organizations steadily to trans- 
late the economic strength of organized labor into eflEective and 
unified political power. 

This translation, the left believes, can be neither effective nor 
unified if it is doled out in little supports of various segments 
of the two major parties. The left would create an independent 
labor party to undertake political and economic moves which 
in daily practice reveal the sovereignty residing in the people. 
Unlike the sophisticated conservative, who can use the existing 
political apparatus to implement the main drift, the unions must 
create their own instruments of political struggle. The leftist 
would urge the labor leader to engage with him in the creation 
and use of political and economic action against the main drift. 
Independent labor action in the economic sphere means inde- 
pendence from labor-management co-operation; in the political 
sphere, it means independence from liberal governmental at- 
tempts to mediate and shackle union action, and from entangle- 
ments with either of the major parties. 

To have peace and not war, the drift toward a war economy, 
as facilitated by the moves and demands of the sophisticated 
conservatives, must be stopped; to have peace without slump, 
the tactics and policies of the practical right must be countered 
and overcome. The political and the economic power of both 
must be broken. The power of these agents of the main drift is 
both economically and politically anchored; both unions and an 
independent labor party are needed to struggle effectively. 

The left would have labor s political party protect, facilitate, 
and co-ordinate the struggle for economic and shop democracy, 
push for a political interlude between wars, in which the dis- 
tribution of domestic power would have primacy over foreign 
affairs, prepare the people for a fruitful role in the next slump, 
establish an intellectual forum and build a public, in order that 
an orderly and continuous re-evaluation of ideas and plans might 
take place. 



262 


NEW MEN OF POWER 

Labor’s party would defend politically the effort to create 
new democratic areas in the spheres of work and economy, and 
the effort to organize and to use more broadly the solidarity of 
labor action. It would serve as a means of keeping the unions 
independent of employers’ organizations and the apparatus of 
the state. It would try to initiate, enlarge, and focus human 
autonomy beyond the sphere of production and beyond the 
labor unions. It would foster all the direct action it could among 
consumers, co-ordinating this work, industry by industry, with 
demands and plans for rational and full production set forth by 
the workers involved in production. The party would facilitate 
and prompt union action. It would be an agent in turning a 
collection of unions into a labor movement. 

The American left focuses its political attention and energies 
more on domestic politics than on foreign affairs. It now believes 
that America is the center of initiative for world power and that 
the present powers in America cannot and will not do anything 
along lines that might avoid war. 

Western Europe is incapable of political initiative; what hap- 
pens in Europe, clutched in the squeeze play, is more a result 
of what Russia and the United States do than what any power 
on the peninsula of Europe tries to do. Unlike Russia, the United 
States emerged from the late war with productive facilities intact 
and with a greatly increased potential. Men who would act for 
economic and political freedom have more of a chance— no mat- 
ter how small, difficult, and perilous— in the United States, a 
parliamentary democracy, than in Soviet Russia, a totalitarian 
state. Power harnessed to this idea, when gained in America, 
will count for more because of the industrial weight of this coun- 
try in foreign affairs. 

It is in the United States that the political interlude between 
wars will be crucial. To create new political and human chances 
for European and for world culture, the left would create new 
political choices within the political economy of the United 
States. That, it believes, is the realistic beginning for the forma- 
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tion of a third camp in a world polarizing for war. The left would 
exert all its efforts to enlarge this political interlude; if there is 
no such interlude, the left knows that there is little chance of real- 
izing any part of its program. 

In order to convince the people in the political interlude, the 
left knows that the unions must do more than increase their 
power. They must organize power democratically. Just as on 
the economic front in the unions, so on tlie political front in the 
political party, the left would examine every means used in its 
struggle for power to see if that means develops democratic 
initiative. 

Those who desire decisive changes in the existing system must 
stress the transformation of tae people from a passive public to 
an executive organ. Existing organizations as they now stand 
cannot be depended upon to carry the people through the slump, 
nor can any projected organization, unless the principle of its 
foundation and operation is democratic in the simplest and most 
uncomplicated sense. 

In the party, man as consumer would be especially important; 
in this area direct democratic action is possible and effective. 
Instead of relying upon voluntary price cuts by businessmen, or 
automatic market reductions, or governmental control, the leftist 
would have consumers establish direct price-control committees 
in union, neighborhood, and city. Together they would refuse 
to pay higher prices and higher rents. This involves the creation 
and defense of a wide network of consumer co-operatives, link- 
ing dirt farmers and labor unionists, and enlarging the areas of 
self-government in the economic area. Only by such means, the 
leftist believes, will people come to realize clearly the basic rela- 
tions of the economic system in which they live. 

The emphasis of the left upon rank-and-file awareness and ac- 
tive control, in union, party, and co-op, seems to other political 
publics a naive belief in democracy, or even in man. But for the 
left, it is only what democracy means, when taken seriously and 
practically. In view of the coming slump, this is now more im- 
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portant to the leftist than ever. If he would make that slump 
politically fruitful, there must be developed, before and during 
it, people who have the initiative and self-reliance not to *‘take 
things lying down.” As slump sets in, labor would grow as a 
movement rather^ than decline as a wage-bargaining institution. 
The labor party would be active in this transformation, serving 
as a link between labor and the unorganized, and between labor 
and certain sectors of the middle class; it would guide the labor 
leader in his approach to these elements, relating the labor-left 
program to the welfare and values of middle ’•class and unem- 
ployed, in order to win them over during the slump. 

In every area where people are politically organized, the left 
makes up its mind about which parties it would co-operate with 
and which it would reject, according to which attract the people 
most militant and vigorous in their demands, whose leaders or 
members are most imaginative about democratic tactics that will 
strengthen the will of the rank and file, and which allow more 
chance for an eflFective voice in group policy from the activated 
rank and file. 

It is clear that if the unions are to enlarge their sphere of 
operations, they must enlarge the sphere of their perception and 
knowledge. Today vision involves an organization capable of 
seeing what is happening with a hundred eyes, figuring out what 
might be done about it with a hundred minds, and stating all 
the probable consequences of each possible move in order that 
they may be assessed. That is not the job of isolated thinkers 
but of a team of men who can devote their combined talents 
to the task. 

The labor party would have to attract and develop teams of 
such men. Now they are scattered and their efforts are not co- 
ordinated. To function at their best and to accomplish something, 
they would have to be brought together into a forum for debate 
and mutual correction, and they must have a critical public which, 
regardless of size, is indispensable for any careful political 
thinker. 

Modem techniques of social observation and analysis have not 
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yet begun to be developed for political use. It is the left's 
desire to capture the political intellect in order to gain a con- 
tinual re-evaluation of its going program and in order to make 
public a continuous ‘^bookkeeping” of the U.S. political economy. 

To those who object that the program the left advances can 
only attract another little group that cannot win, the left intel- 
lectuals reply: You may be right; no one knows; we do not be- 
lieve it. Even if it were so, we would still be for the attempt. 
We are among those who have decided to throw in with ‘ the 
little groups that cannot win.” In fact, the big groups never win; 
every group loses its insurgency; maybe that is all that is meant 
by winning. It is a question of where one decides to keep placing 
one’s weight. 



CHAPTER FIFTEEN 


THE POWER AND THE INTELLECT 


FOR INSURGENT leaders, the terrible quality of politics lies in the 
fact that they cannot usually choose allies; they must often choose 
a path first and hope to create alhes afterwards. If the labor 
leader goes against the main drift, he will be fighting hard 
against powerful social actors rather than allying himself with 
them. For a while he will be strategic in the creation and mainte- 
nance of a new power bloc. Rather than make deals on the top 
with powerful interests, he’wll have to accumulate power from 
the bottom. Thus the leader and the rank and file must keep in 
step; but now, if he would fight the main drift, the labor leader 
must take the first steps. He must modify the character and en- 
large the scope of the labor union in America. He must widen 
the base of his own power by creating allies for the fight. 

The as yet unorganized wage workers and certain elements of 
the middle class would have to become part of labor s bloc. 
Among the wage workers, the labor leader would accumulate 
power; in order to permit and facilitate the utilization of power, 
he would win allies among the middle classes. If the power is to 
be used for democratic ends, every step of the strategy must 
counter the main drift; to do that, the labor leader would have 
to utilize intellect, and foster a contact between it and power 
within a coalition set sternly against the main drift. 

The US. Workers 

The political and social potential of the U.S. workers, and the 
conditions under which they might take the historical initiative, 
are not known. Yet several things are clear: whether they fight 
6ie main drift with any effectiveness depends upon the extent 
and the character of their organization, the level and direction 
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of their political alertness, and the way in which they are able 
to react to the next slump. 

Union organization has come in waves, proceeding historically 
from the top strata down. The aristocracy of industrial workers 
has recently been added to the aristocracy of skilled workers. 
There are still skilled and semi-skilled workers not in unions, but 
almost none of the unskilled underdogs are in the unions. Just 
as the addition of an industrial aristocracy to the union world 
has made a difference in the shape of the unions during the last 
decade, so would the addition of the underdogs in the next 
decade, if they were appropriately organized. 

The underdogs— those v'l o get the least of what there is to get 
—are not the lowest stratum within U.S. society; they are largely 
outside of it. Those who are underprivileged economically are 
also underprivileged socially and psychologically. They have 
developed habits of submission; they do not now possess the 
means to see and hear what is going on, much less to have 
opinions about events beyond the narrow range of their daily 
routines. They lack the information that is required to understand 
a world where the determining causes in their lives lie beyond 
their direct vision. 

The underdogs lack the hardy self-confidence and capacity for 
indignation common to middle-class people. Their indignation 
is short-lived and often concerned with moral trivia. They have 
not been defeated; they have never tried. Defeat presupposes the 
impulse to dare, of which underdogs know little. They do not 
participate in many of those areas of middle-class existence 
which form the main stream of American culture. 

The underdogs are not much interested in national or local 
elections, nor do they vote as regularly as do the middle and 
upper classes. In 1944, only 53 per cent of the lower fourth 
voted, as compared with 84 per cent of the upper fourth. They 
do not know who are their representatives in Congress or much 
about such governmental affairs as the establishment of price 
ceilings. They are ignorant and often too timid to judge the 
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weighty questions which poll-takers and politicians offer them. 
Their withdrawal and isolation is literally of such an extent that 
they do not know what they might wish for. To endure this life 
requires a low level of aspiration which softens the will and 
creates apathy. / 

The condition of the underdog is an important aspect of class 
relations in America today. The liberal sees it as a problem of 
‘adjustment and participation.” Those set against the main drift 
see it differently; the withdrawn should be remade inside a new 
kind of union community; then they will be'^ready to partici- 
pate. A type of man must be built into a human being outside 
the present system of society so that he may be able to shake it 
to its foundations. 

Under appropriate conditions, the underdogs are likely to be- 
come solid union members; from among them rank-and-file mili- 
tants can be recruited. The huge and sudden success of many 
CIO drives of the Thirties owes much to the fact that in the steel 
towns and coal villages, as well as in Akron and Flint, the unions 
dipped into the lower ranks of the semi-skilled and the unskilled 
workers. That was the first time they were organized on such a 
scale in the history of U.S. unionism. For many of these people 
the union came as a civilizing force, although a limited one. If 
the less skilled were in the unions in large numbers, the unions 
might have a chance to form an adequate culture apart from the 
culture that prevails, and thus break at least the cultural ties to 
the main drift. 

For the union to become an instrument of social transforma- 
tion, the people of the union must think of it as their creature; 
they must want to know all about it and want to run it in as 
much detail as possible. Those unions whose members approach 
this are usually bom of a direct struggle, such as the sit-down 
strikes a decade ago; the industries in which they organize have 
tough union policies: everything has been gained bitterly over 
long periods of time. Moreover, many of the members have been 
underdogs for whom the union has served as a vehicle of sociali- 
zation. The auto worker who is an ex-miner, or the son of a 
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miner, for example, has experienced a great release as he goes 
from a closed community into a great industrial area. His frus- 
trations and rejections have been channeled into the union; in- 
side its generous industrial framework he has found acceptance. 
Above all, unions that approximate such communities have in 
them leaders who are political and genuinely democratic in out- 
look and method. 

Only a small percentage of the underdogs are now in the 
unions, and the unions are by no means handling them in a long- 
run, intelligent manner. A mass of such people might experience 
the union and its world as their own social world, as their hnk 
with the larger society. Tl^.e way in which they are organized, 
the very slogans and tactics used, are crucial not only to the 
meaning tlie union will assume for them, but also to the role that 
unions of socially organized underdogs will play in American 
life. 

To organize these people in unions that would become their 
major communities would be to build inside this society some- 
thing of a new society. It would create an arena in which politics 
would become so much a part of the life of the worker, so con- 
nected with his daily work and his social routine, that political 
alertness would be part of his human alertness as a social being. 

We speak here of ideal conditions in order to speak of how 
they may be approximated. It is not so much indirectly through 
the labor party as it is directly through the union as a community 
that the political consciousness of the U.S. worker can be aroused. 
Or better, it is by a close interlocking of the two. 

The political apathy of the American worker is an apathy 
about engaging in electoral politics when there are no issues 
which he feels deeply or understands fully. He votes neither for 
Tweedledee nor Tweedledum. Yet on more stirring occasions, the 
U.S. worker may ‘Vote with his feet.” The American worker has 
a high potential militancy when he is pushed, and if he knows 
what the issue is. Such a man, identified wdth unions as com- 
munities and given a chance to build them, will not respond 
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apathetically when outside political forces attempt to molest 

what is his. 

It makes Uttle sense for leaders to complain that workers are 
politically acquiescent and at the same time to support either of 
the two major political parties. Such support only takes away 
their chance to organize politically and to alert men to politics 
as live issues. The activities of these parties alienate people from 
politics in its deeper meanings and demoralize those on the edge 
of political consciousness. Every time the labor leader supports 
a candidate of either party, he injures his chance to lift the level 
of political attention and intelligence of the workers. 

Political acquiescence and lack of organization and leader- 
ship are mutually involved. Political apathy is not a function 
only of leadership; certain ^ftnditions in the life of the worker, 
and in the history of the United States, lie back of it. 

Many of the major historical and psychological factors which 
formerly made for acquiescence among American working people 
are now defunct. If the frontier was a ^‘safety-valve,’’ it is no 
more. If immigrant peoples came in on the bottom of the society 
to do its dirty work and to lift all social strata, they will not come 
again. No longer will the mixed streams of migrants fragmentalize 
the working population into nativity, culture, religious, and lan- 
guage groups. No longer will such a lower class compare life in 
die U.S.A. with peasant levels in pre-industrial homelands. 

Advertising slogans that attempt to build loyalties to business 
firms and the business system already seem banal; they will 
sound completely hollow when the next slump hits. The expand- 
ing market, with its promises of better jobs and chances to be 
your own little business boss, now contracts; better jobs and little 
businesses that pay off are not forthcoming to everyone who 
works hard for them. The rise in the volume of the educated may 
continue, but education will mean less and less as jobs required 
to realize on it decline in number. The chance to climb from 
wage-worker to white-collar jobs, which gives the economically 
spurious but socially real feeling of ascent and individual prog- 
ress, even now shows signs of decreasing, or at any rate, of 
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giving less income. The personalization of success has been pos- 
sible, but how long will the personalization of failure into indi- 
vidual guilt continue? 

The long trends making for acquiescence and continued loy- 
alty to a failing system now flatten out and begin to decline. 
The recent historical experience of the working people in America 
has shaken loose many of the ideas which have lagged behind 
the changed structure of events. Within one generation the 
people of this country have been subjected to two world wars 
and one great slump. 

The slump of the Thirties was qualitatively unique in the history 
of American capitalism; nothing like it had ever happened to 
Americans. If everyone who was working in 1929 had continued 
to work until 1939, each one ojuld have taken a vacation for one 
year and two months and the loss in national income would have 
been no greater than it actually was. In terms of the total of all 
the goods and services available to the people, the free private 
enterprise system was set back 33 years; the average citizen had 
about as much available to him in 1932 as he had in 1899. 

Yet the slump of the Thirties did not break down the historic 
mentality of acquiescence. Coming as it did after a long boom, 
it did not seriously jar the mentality of workers nourished by 
boom conditions and expectations of more boom to come. Reac- 
tions to the last slump were economically anchored in the great 
upward curve of 1865 to 1929, which, although interrupted from 
time to time, was experienced as a steady social advance. The old 
ideas built into the worker mentality over the long years persisted; 
the slump of the Thirties did not eradicate the optimistic mood. 
However severe, it could still be seen as a bottom of a cycle 
that would regain its peak. But only a war economy pulled the 
system out of the last slump. 

The American people did not decide to enter or not to enter 
war in 1941. On the contrary, as a writer for Fortune has said, 
they ‘were eased into war by a process of discrete graduahsm and 
manufactured inevitability.’’ Mr. Stimson himself has written; 
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“The question was how we should maneuver them [the Japanese] 
into firing the first shot without allowing too much danger to 
ourselves. It was a diflScult proposition.’' Furthermore, entry and 
participation in the war and its aftermath have not meant mass 
sacrifice and destruction for Americans, but on the contrary, a 
“steady crescendo of boom.” Along with this, the war was sold 
not in context with ideology and much less with truth; it was sold 
by advertising men the way they sell outdoor moccasins and 
automobiles. 

Wartime unity held labor unions in its shackles, not because 
of any positive factors, but because of the outside fascist threat, 
and the gains in power and prestige enjoyed by the pro-Roosevelt 
leaders of labor during the war. Yet even so there was widespread 
insurgency among the rafik"*hnd file against top labor officials. 
For instance, during the wartime coal strike, there was great 
worker sympathy for the miners; if he had wanted to, John L. 
Lewis undoubtedly could have made that sympathy active by 
appealing to the rank and file of other unions. In the 1942 con- 
vention of the UAW, the rank-and-file leaders of 1,000,000 men 
loudly rejected many a policy of the top men; some 40 per cent 
voted against the no-strike pledge of their top leaders; yet they 
had no policy of their own to substitute, and no leaders then 
arose to show them one. The 1946 strike at General Motors was 
virtually called by the workers. 

“Slowness of inception of U.S. labor action,” a Fortune writer 
asserts, “is no guarantee that, once started, it will not speedily 
reach extremes.” It is well to remember what happened in the 
Thirties: in two years, 4,000,000 workers not only organized and 
engaged in strikes, but many of them sat down in factories in 
order to back up their demands. Even during the war, wildcat 
strikes were significantly earnest. Such strikes, no matter how 
quickly and effectively suppressed, are prime indices to mili- 
tancy, for they are against both employers and union chiefs, and 
often against the government as well. The relative quiet of labor, 
during periods of quiet, should be kept in mind, but so should 
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the sit-down men who ‘stood ready to resist to the death any 
violence used to evict them/’ 

Even though the slump of the Thirties did not completely 
shake loose the illusion that things always automatically iretum 
to normal, still it w'as a dress rehearsal on a considerable scale. 
The coming slump may well be a big show. Its historical timing 
and magnitude may well implant the insurgent impulse in the 
American workers. It will come after a period of war-born boom. 
After the show of productivity the workers have witnessed, it is 
unlikely that they will accept the fact of poverty again. The war 
and its aftermath of prosperity have demonstrated that there are 
ways out of unemployment and poverty. It is also clear that, in 
the lifetime of a man, two major wars have occurred, and that 
neither has availed anything, except to pull the most effectively 
industrialized country in the world out of a slump. 

Slumps and wars have come fast and close together. The people 
will tend to see the new slump as a continuation of the old one; 
they will also see a continuation in the buildup to another war. 
Perhaps they will connect slump and war to each other, and 
connect both with the kind of society they are trying to live in. 
It is the job of left union, left party, left intellectual to spell out 
these connections. Expectations will be high and distrust of do- 
nothing authorities will be higher; it remains to turn expectations 
into demands; people may demand a way out short of war. 

This next time, as never before in the history of U.S. labor, a 
sizable number of workers will enter the slump organized in some 
sort of unions. A massive leftward tide in U.S. labor is not impos- 
sible. In large part, whether it follows through or is sidetracked 
is up to the labor leaders. 

Mere deprivation, for a while, will not start a movement, for 
simple deprivation may lead to apathy. With deprivation must 
come the rejection of the symbols and myths that justify the 
authorities and the acceptance of counter-symbols that will focus 
the deprivation politically, inculcate the truth about common 
interests and common struggles, and offer some hope of winning 
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a better tomorrow. For this there must be the intellect as well 
as the power. The American labor unions and a new American 
left can release political energies, develop real hopefulness, open 
matters up for counter-symbols only if they are prepared to act 
boldly and win over the less bold by their success. 

The Middle Classes 

The labor leaders and the U.S. workers are not alone if they 
choose to fight. They have potential allies of pivotal importance. 
AU those who suffer the results of irresponsible social decisions 
and who hold a disproportionately small share of the values avail- 
able to man in modem society are potential members of the left. 
The U.S. public is by no n^ns a compact reactionary mass. If 
labor and the left are not to lose the fight against the main drift 
by default and out of timidity, they will have to choose with 
whom they will stand up and against whom they will stand. 

The labor leader is often timid of public reaction should he 
act vigorously. He can overcome this fear by considering the 
composition of the “public” which reacts to the uneasy balance 
of class forces by clamoring that something be done. The labor 
leader’s fear of the “public” is due to his lack of analysis of it 
and his failure to judge aggressively the organizability and politi- 
cal potential of each of its main elements. It is a fear that reflects 
the former position of labor unions as a minority acting in a con- 
tinually hostile environment. That fear cannot be overcome by 
compromising gestures nor by capitulation, but by viewing some 
sections of the public as potential supporters and some as ene- 
mies. The first should be organized. The second should be fought. 

The American people have undergone a decisive occupational 
change in the last two generations. Today, only about 20 per 
cent of the population can in any way be called free enter- 
prisers; some 25 per cent are new middle class and 55 per cent are 
wage workers of factory and farm: 
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1870 

1940 

Free enterprisers 

33.4% 

20.0% 

Farmers 

.... 24.2 

10.4 

Businessmen 

.... 8.3 

8.4 

Free professionals 

.... 0.9 

1.2 

New middle class 

. . 5.8% 

25.0% 

Office workers 

.... 0.7 

9.9 

Salespeople 

Salaried professional 

2.6 

6.3 

and technical 

.... 1.7 

6.2 

Managerial 

. . 0.8 

2.6 

Wage workers 

60.8% 

55.0% 

Urban skilled 

Urban semi-skilled 

.... 10.1 

11.9 

and unskilled 

21.4 

35.6 

Rural workers 

29.3 

7.5 

Total 

100.0% 

100.0% 


Seen from the standpoint of the labor unions, and of a labor 
party, the main facts are that wage workers as a whole have not 
increased, as nineteenth-century socialist theoreticians believed, 
but that a new middle class of salaried workers has. These white- 
collar people are potential union members. Even now, some 15 
per cent are in unions (43 per cent of the wage workers are 
unionized). The farmers, although their numbers decline, are still 
crucial politically, and the smaller businessmen, who seem to 
maintain a rather even statistical keel despite a great turnover of 
individuals, are more crucial politically than their numerical 
strength indicates. 

In 120 years, the farm stratum has been cut from 72 to 18 
per cent of the working population. This rural stratum is by no 
means homogeneously composed of family-owned and family- 
operated farms. In fact, farm technology has been whittling down 
the numbers of precisely that kind of farmer. If the polarization 
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of the old rural middle class continues as it has over the last 
70 years, it will destroy the middle-class character of farming 
and split the stratum into subsistence farmers and wage workers 
on the one hand, and commercial farmers and farm corporations 
on the other. Thjs trend had been slow because the techniques 
required were not applied on a scale comparable to that in indus- 
try. Now the concentration tendencies in agriculture begin to 
accelerate. Between 1910 and 1935, the proportion of faims be- 
tween 20 and 499 acres dropped from 70 per cent to 58 per cent, 
whereas those over 500 acres rose from 29 to ^40 per cent. Be- 
tween 1935 and 1945, the number of farms dropped 13 per cent, 
whereas the average size of the farms in acreage rose 26 per 
cent. Many marginal producers are eliminated as farm land be- 
comes more concentrated, faimers fewer and richer. 

From the upper side, farming is becoming a big business, tying 
in with canners and packers and distributors. The big farmer 
is an enemy of labor; labor cannot win him any more than it can 
win big business. It should not toady to big farmers, it should 
fight them and their projected farm system, not directly, but by 
forming co-operative arrangements between the small farmers 
and the wage workers. 

Consumer co-ops as part of the institution of the union, or 
closely joined with it, can provide a direct linkage with small 
farmers, who could thus be given a larger share of the consumer s 
dollars. At the same time, if such union co-ops were going con- 
cerns on a large scale, food prices could be lowered. Economic 
links of that sort, binding union and small farmer, would under- 
lie the common political activity against big farmers and big 
business, including monopolies of seed, equipment, and transport. 

When the slump comes again, the small farmer will be among 
its first victims. The difference between administered prices of 
big industry and market prices for farm produce shook the rural 
people to their very foundations last time. To prop them up 
again, governmental bottoms would have to be more ample than 
is in the small farmer s political power. 



THE POWER AND THE INTELLECT 277 

To the lower class, the small business people are often the most 
apparent representatives of the ^‘higherups”; but upper-class peo- 
ple make a firm distinction between small and large businessmen. 
Small businessmen are often "upper" in terms of income, but 
in terms of occupational origin and job history, intermarriage and 
education they are closely connected with the wage and salaried 
workers. The upper class judge more on status and background; 
the lower more on income and the appearances of it. 

Small businessmen frequently are used as a front by larger 
business concerns. They are out in front in the common de- 
nominator of voluntary organizational life, the chambers of com- 
merce and the "Service Chibs.” The labor leader who talks fear- 
fully of the "public” often has small businessmen in mind. He 
knows that smaller businessmen often act as the grass roots of 
larger business. To capture them for labor means to fight the 
roots which big business has put down in the small business 
community. As things now stand, small business serves as one of 
the main pressures exerted on the state, for the backbone of the 
typical political constituency is very often a column of small busi- 
nessmen whose influence on organized wage and salaried workers 
is very great. 

It would be foolish for the labor leader to attempt to win over 
the small business strata, and the practical right which is based 
upon them, by compromise and appeasement. Often there is no 
coincidence of interest between labor and these small-fry ex- 
ploiters. Such elements are firmly entrenched in the cities and 
towns, and today they are an even more spiteful enemy of de- 
mocracy than big business. 

Yet their power over a city can be broken; that has been shown 
and is being shown in those few localities where labor has 
moved into the city hall. When that happens, the crucial middle 
groups who hang in the balance and whose interests are one 
with the workers", but who are psychologically hard to win, will 
come over. 

Labor s approach to the smaller middle-class elements should 
neither exclude them nor toady to them. Both strategic genu- 
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flection and ideological capitulation are fatal. They can be won 
over only if labor is strong and shows its strength in vigorous, 
adequate action, publicly attached to issues of wider community 
importance. Pronouncement of and struggle for simple questions 
of wages and hours for organized labor alone will rightly be 
interpreted as special pressure for a special interest. That is what 
alienates and often incurs the enmity of many unorganized 
middle-class elements. 

In the coming slump, which in all likelihood will be the politi- 
cal interlude for U.S. society, any narrowing of the trade union- 
ists' aims and methods will make that much easier the mobiliza- 
tion by fascist demagogues of the unemployed and the middle 
class, especially its disgruntled lower-middle-class elements. If 
such mobilization appeared more or less successful, there is no 
reason to suppose that the sophisticated conservative would not 
financially back the demagogues. 

There is now ample historical evidence that "in full political 
crisis, the middle class first turns to the working class,” as a 
Fortune writer has asserted, “and makes an about-turn to the 
fascist right only when persuaded that the working class cannot 
or will not carry through a social revolution.” 

The alliance between labor and the middle classes involves 
an active search for real and practical points of coincidence be- 
tween them. But when there is no real point of coincidence, then 
no attempt to toady should be made. Labor must be wise in the 
perils of expedient involvement, carefully analyzing the results 
of any compromises it would make. 

Economically and psychologically, the urban middle class of 
small businessmen and white-collar employees is the least homo- 
geneous and the most “in-between” stratum in the U.S. popula- 
tion today. The middle class as a whole has undergone great 
shifts since the rise of organized labor: 
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1870 

1940 

Free enterprisers 

85.2* 

44.5* 

Farmers 

.... 61.7 

23.0 

Businessmen 

.... 21.2 

18.9 

Free professionals 

2.3 

2.6 

Flew middle class 

14.8* 

55.5* 

Clerical 

.... 1.8 

22.0 

Salespeople 

... 6.5 

14.1 

Salaried professional 
and technical 

4.4 

13.7 

Managerial 

2.1 

5.7 


Total 100.0% 100.0% 


The meaning of the figures for labors strategy is clear: white- 
collar workers should now be a central target of union organiz- 
ing drives, for both economic and political reasons. 

The big political point that emerges from any study of white- 
collar people is that only when labor has rather obviously won 
out in a city, if then, will the white-collar worker join a union. 
If the leaders of labor are included in compromised committees 
in the chamber of commerce, then such white-collar groups as 
may exist in a city will certainly be easy prey for business- 
oriented leaders. Lenin s remark that the political consciousness 
of a stratum cannot be aroused within the sphere of relations 
between workers and employers may be only a half truth for 
factory workers, but it seems doubly true for white-collar em- 
ployees. Their occupational ideology is politically passive; they 
are not now engaged in any economic struggle except in a scat- 
tered way. In the various middle-sized cities they form the rear 
guard of either business or labor, but in either case they are rear 
guard. 

Economically the white-collar employees belong with wage 
workers, but they have to be appealed to on a wider issue than 
simply that of wages and hours. They should particularly be 
appealed to on price issues. When prices outrun consumers’ in- 
come, people either have to get more pay or be priced out of the 
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market. In both cases, the unorganized white-collar workers fall 
behind. In the middle Forties, labor has missed an enormous 
chance to unionize white-collar people by the most mihtant 
possible appeal on the price issue. 

Theories of the rise of the white-collar people to power are 
often inferred from the facts of their numerical growth and their 
indispensability in the bureaucratic and distributive operations 
of mass society. Only if one assumes a pure and automatic de- 
mocracy of numbers does mere growth mean increased power. 
And only if one assumes a magic leap from occupational func- 
tion to political power does technical indispensability mean 
power. 

The numbers must be organized, the indispensability made 
politically relevant. Now the white-collar workers have neither 
political awareness nor rudimentary organization. It is the task 
of labor to build unions for them and to do so in a way that 
makes the road to increased security and freedom clear. 

The allies of the main drift are able to exploit heavily the 
unfinished task of the unions: their failure to organize widely. 
To win allies among the middle class, labor must organize more 
deeply and widely among the wage workers, and among the 
white-collar and farm employees. Unionization and political al- 
liances go together; each facilitates the other; together they make 
up labor’s approach to problems of “public reaction.” 

A labor party would co-ordinate and time these drives and 
alliances. No one union or set of unions can take on that task. 
In the slump, various organizations of neighborhoods and unem- 
ployed groups will rise. The labor party would firm them up, 
.give them continuity, and oflFer them orientation. It would ac- 
cumulate and focus the economic power of the unions in a politi- 
cal manner, and foster links beween their powers and those of 
the allies of labor among the middle class. 

The sophisticated conservatives’ program, cloaked in liberal 
rhetoric and abetted by the clamor of the practical conservatives, 
may swing the middle class of farmers and small business and 
white-collar people into line through fear and organized inse- 
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curity. The program of the left, if realized in time, can stop the 
main drift only if it succeeds in counter-organization among these 
middle-class elements. 

The Labor Intellectuals 

The labor intellectual has been the political gadfly of the labor 
leader. In and around the labor movements of all countries, 
whenever he has had the chance and often when he has not, 
the intellectual has taken upon himself the task of raising the 
level of political awareness. That he has succeeded only in rare 
instances and for short periods of time is revealing of labor 
leaders, of labor intellectuals, and of the character of the unions 
and their memberships. 

Labor leaders in America have shied at the word “intellectuaF 
ever since Samuel Gompers broke with his own socialist past and 
began the business-like trek from ideas to pure and simple union- 
ism. They will continue along the main drift unless they seize 
upon the kind of experience that is available to the intellectual 
craftsman and join it to their ovm power and experience. 

Just as many labor leaders have made their adaptations, so 
have many intellectuals. In terms of career, many opportunities 
have opened up between the two wars and especially during the 
late war. The two greatest blinders of the intellectual who today 
might fight against the main drift are new and fascinating career 
chances, which often involve opportunities to practice his skill 
rather freely, and the ideology of liberalism, which tends to ex- 
propriate his chance to think straight. The two go together, for 
the liberal ideology, as now used by intellectuals, acts as a device 
whereby he can take advantage of the new career chances but 
retain Ae illusion that his soul remains his own. As the labor 
leader moves from ideas to politics, so the intellectual moves 
from ideas to career. 

There are many types of men included in the term *‘intel- 
lectual.*' Even the four types of labor intellectuals we shall dis- 
cuss briefly differ widely in the kinds of skill they possess and in 
their relations to the policy makers of the unions. But each is 
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pro-labor and each tries to influence the making of poUcy and the 
shaping of strategy. Each has somewhat different aims so far as 
his relations with labor unions are concerned; in trying to achieve 
these aims, he uses different means and in the process becomes a 
different type of operator. 

I. The labor leaders have been using professionally trained 
intellectuals as staff assistants for some time. They have had to; 
big business and big government have employed such person- 
nel, and the unions have had to follow in order to do battle the 
way battle is now done. 

These professionals face labor^s problems with the labor leaders 
on a day-to-day basis, but because of their education, they might 
be expected to have a more ‘far-sighted, or at least a different, 
view of things. They are on the leader s staff, but they do not 
share his power; they can only borrow it when he wishes to make 
the loan. 

No power usually means no status; lack of status, as well as 
of power, is usually aggravated by the fact that some labor 
intellectuals serve the unions only part-time. In many unions 
the prestige generally accorded the well-educated is denied the 
research director or editor of a union paper. Given this situa- 
tion, we might expect certain tensions to develop between leaders 
and staff. 

As a research man or an educational director, an economist 
or a lawyer, the staff intellectual is concerned with problems 
which the labor leader faces and hands to him for solution. But 
in his weekly relations with the leader, the staff intellectual 
tries to influence the leader by attempting to see problems in 
advance and to set them up in one way rather than another. To 
influence policy, he has to be expert in spotting the problems 
which will most interest the leader but which go a little beyond 
the range of the leader s own perception. He is often a man quite 
skilled in intellectual workmanship, and yet any power to influ- 
ence affairs that he may possess depends more upon the leader^s 
attitude toward him than upon his intellectual ability. 
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This personal dependency on the leader means that the staff 
intellectual is usually in an insecure position, as is revealed by 
the caution with which such men proceed when policy-relevant 
issues arise. In so far as he does not go beyond the leader’s range 
of interests and values, the staff intellectual acts as a technician 
implementing a set policy rather than as a direct influencer of 
policy. 

Within each union bloc, the intellectuals think as the leaders 
of their respective union blocs think. This is certainly true of 
AFL intellectuals, especially editors of publications. But the 
CIO research and education directors are more independent, 
and— since they are retained at the pleasure of the CIO elected 
leaders— they may be influencing the CIO policy makers to a 
greater extent than do the staff thinkers of the AFL.* 

II. The intellectual as an oflBcial, an active member, or a pro- 
moter of a radical party has been in and around the unions since 
they began in this country. Labor leaders are fully aware of this 
kind of intellectual and of his activities. Indeed, so deep is the 
impression he has made that many labor leaders tend to think 
that all “intellectuals” are this type. 

In working within the unions, the radical party intellectual 
follows the “line” of his party. Often he turns to the factory 
workers and the immediate leaders of their unions; he works 
to influence and sometimes to gain formal power within the 
unions by organizing “party cells” within various locals and plants 
and cities. He operates as a publicist and politician in the unions, 
even as does the labor leader himself. 

The party intellectual goes into unions on a level with the 
sergeants and lieutenants of the labor movement, the shop stew- 
ards and committeemen. He strives to strengthen the power of 
these rank-and-file leaders within the unions and within the 
laboring community— against the top oflScials of the union if need 
be. He knows that labor leaders at the top come and go. He 
supports those who come to the front in times of change and who 

* See Notes and Sources, p. 311. 
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can capture the imagination of the rank and file during periods of 
tension. By selective support, he tries to move labor from pure 
and simple unionism to recognition of the role that larger and 
more political action can play in winning even pure and simple 
demands. < 

in. Many intellectuals are not tied to any organization; it 
would seem that they could become masters of their own men- 
tality. But the price such intellectuals pay for this chance, when 
they take it, is lack of direct power. 

Not many labor leaders know intellectuals as free-lance re- 
searchers. Such types have not been available very long; in so 
far as their skills have been^iised by power groups, they have 
largely been used in the service of big business. 

The free-lance research intellectual is "free-lance” only so far 
as labor unions, government agencies, business firms, and politi- 
cal parties are concerned. He is not usually a regular employee of 
either of these three, although he may drift in and out of all of 
them in a consultative capacity. He is often a college professor, 
but he may also be a journalist or, even more likely, a research 
technician for one of the mass media or for their adjuncts, or a 
lawyer. By definition, however, he has no constant foothold in the 
institutions of labor or in institutions which continuously deal 
with the unions. 

Research men are highly skilled in the techniques that Ameri- 
can social scientists have developed in the last decade. More- 
over, those among them who are pro-labor may be not only 
technicians but idea-men whose research imaginations are en- 
livened by the problems of labor. Such intellectuals now have 
no influence on the policy makers in labor unions. Many of them 
want to work in the service of labor, but somehow they never do. 

The free-lance is not only powerless; he is often naive about 
the kind of power needed to influence a labor leader. Neither 
knowledge nor experience necessarily lead to policy-making 
power in a trade union, and certainly power is not often influ- 
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enced by admonitions, particularly if they are well-founded in 
the leader s own shortcomings. 

The small party and the union staflE intellectuals are usually 
much wiser about the facts of power than the free-lance intel- 
lectuals. The party intellectual usually knows that the only way 
he can influence the union official is to organize a power base of 
party members in specific locals or plants. The staff intellectual 
may wait cautiously for years before he attempts to influence 
policy without paying the price the radical party man, or the 
labor leader himself, is willing to pay. But the free-lancer often 
seems to think he can influence by the sheer magic and wisdom 
of his talk. 

IV. The effective intellectual member of the team of power 
and ideas will have to combine features of the party intellectual, 
the staff thinker, and the free-lance research man. In his actual 
working operations, he must unite these three roles into a triple- 
threat ability; and he must become an all-around fixer. He must 
be able to organize a new local in a fresh and open city. He 
must, in brief, master every skill that is needed to be a labor 
leader. He must be what we may call a union-made intellectual. 

One of the major clues to the political history of U.S. unions 
has been the absence of union-made intellectuals: men who 
combine solid trade union experience, preferably of militant 
character, with the degree of self-awareness and wider conscious- 
ness associated with the best sense of the term intellectual. There 
are such men in a few of the newer unions, and we can base our 
description on them. 

They became involved with the unions during the Valley Forge 
days of the organizing campaign. Then and later they struggled 
for an education in the big sense of the word; self-awareness and 
political consciousness. Minor parties facilitated this education, 
and many self-made intellectuals served a stretch in the Com- 
munist Party; they abandoned it in the Thirties because of its 
restraining character, or if later, because the union-made intellec- 
tual was generally skeptical about the war. 
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Unlike many non-union intellectuals of more academic or jour- 
nalistic types, the union-made intellectuals compete with each 
other in terms of the activity to which their ideas lead. They are 
not intellectuals for the sake of being intellectuals or because they 
have nothing else to do. They are union thinkers, with a big job 
on their hands. 

Such men are in themselves a link between ideas and action; 
this aiGFects the healthily extrovert shape of their mentality. With 
them the gap between ideas and action is not so broad as to 
frustrate and turn their minds inward; they compete by having 
their ideas acted out, for better or for worse; they are not just 
waiting and talking. 

The role of such union-made intellectuals within a union and 
between the union and other elements of the U.S. population 
would be difficult to overestimate. They serve as a bridge be- 
tween pure and simple unionists and the professional intellectual 
members of the staflE. They also serve as a strong link, a set of 
opinion leaders, between the political world of left-wing ideas 
and democratic ferment, and the economic world of the unionists 
and the companies. Within the union they act as leaven, lifting 
it beyond mere pork-chop contentment. As members of the anti- 
Stalinist left-wing intelligentsia, they serve as a link between the 
union world and the middle-class leftward intelligentsia and free- 
lance technicians, who would go all out for unions if unions gave 
them the chance. 

Non-union intellectuals will cluster around a union if the union 
has such union-made intellectuals at the top and down its hier- 
archy. Such men could form a center of identification for all 
intellectual elements in America who feel homeless and without 
power. They oflFer avenues of intellectual activity. In this sense 
the union-made intellectuals are a vanguard; they can turn the 
imions into vanguard organizations. 

One basic test of a union s democratic vigor is whether or not 
it generates a broad stratum of union-made intellectuals, and 
whether or not such home-grown radicals can find or create 
channels upward to the top and downward and out to the shop 
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stewards and the rank and file. In the end, such men are the 
only guarantee of the union of power and ideas. 

The Leaders of American Labor 

Some labor leaders have both the vision and the will to meet 
the situation they are in; they are themselves so close to the 
radical intellectual that they will welcome his co-operation. 
Other labor leaders lack vision but have will: they feel that 
something ought to be done, but they do not know what. Their 
hearts are in the right place, they may even feel a little guilty 
about the role they play in the practicalities of union and public 
life. Among these, the intd^itctual will find men who might wel- 
come him if he does not frighten them. And there are those labor 
leaders who have the vision but who do not have the will. They 
are the most guilt-ridden in the union world. Often they are men 
who were once socialist, but who made the great compromise, 
deserting large ideas for little power. Finally, there are labor 
leaders without the will and without the vision. 

Vision is relative to knowledge, will to character. But vision is 
also relative to the chances a position and career give you to see; 
and will is also dependent upon the exigencies of holding one’s 
own in the organization one leads or the career one pursues. 
Many labor leaders have been so tied up in the immediate pres- 
ent, pressuring for their cut in the existing arrangements of 
power, money, and status, that they have not begun seriously to 
question the system itself nor the conditions under which even 
their liberal demands could be securely realized. Only a certain 
type of labor leader will coalesce with a certain type of intellec> 
tual and fight the main drift. 

Generally, the lower in the union hierarchy die radical inteh 
lectual goes, the more likely he is to find colleagues among labor 
leaders. The higher he goes, the more apt he is to find leaders 
who are with the main drift. The man at the top may be a pure 
and simple unionist who doesn’t stop to ask questions about 
"theoretical notions he doesn’t see the main drift. Or, if he does, 
he is more likely to see within it the opportunity to stabilize his 
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own power and position. In either case, he does not want the 
co-operation of the labor intellectual. It is primarily among the 
ambitious secondary leaders and the alert rank and file that the 
labor intellectual can relate his skill to going operations. 

Many labor leaders fail to understand the power of their own 
unions; they want time and security to consolidate their gains. 
Put to organize 14,000,000 people in unions, and to hold them, is 
to mount a locomotive which one cannot slow down for every 
whistle stop. The labor leader can play the role of the brakeman 
only at the risk of losing his seat as engineer. 

The situation of the unions is such that the labor leaders can- 
not narrow the fight now and shackle it in a successful drive for 
security; they must broaden^ it— by completing their organizing 
work and by politicizing the aims and the strategy of their move- 
ment. If there are to be any fights for labor in America a quarter 
of a century from now, labor leaders must complete, in the 
Forties and Fifties, the work they began in the Thirties. 

Our study of the character of America's labor leadership— the 
positions they occupy, their career-lines, and the traditions and 
anxieties that impel them— does not lead us to expect that they 
will join issue against the main drift, unless as a group they 
undergo severe modification. But we must take an over-all look 
at American labor leaders with an eye to assessing their capaci- 
ties to meet the issues which confront the unions. Just how fit is 
this leadership to cope with the situation at hand? The answer 
to that question must be given statistically: some leaders are and 
some leaders are not fit, and some are in between. Thus the ques- 
tion has to be put: How many are, how many are not, and how 
"many may be? 

In terms of our information on the labor leaders, we can set 
up these minimum criteria for the leader "adequate” to the situa- 
tion: He must have a realistic image of business, which means 
that he will see the immense power and influence of business 
and its associations on national affairs, and that he will recognize 
the intent of business to break or shackle labor unions. Politically, 
he must see that the two dominant parties are blind traps, not fit 
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instruments with which to cope with his political situation. He 
must be for a labor party, at least within the next ten years. He 
need not be a ‘third-party’^ member because in most states he 
cannot be at the present time. 

The men who might be capable are not necessarily engaged in 
action today, but they hold views which suggest that under the 
threat of events they would be more likely to take the correct 
and adequate path, and less likely to drift into the trap. These are 
men who are more likely to take the next steps to leading against, 
rather than with, the main drift. 

According to these standards, which are not very rigorous or 
trustworthy, 8 per cent of die CIO and 3 per cent of the AFL 
leaders qualify: they are dissatisfied with the major parties and 
they are for a new labor party; they know big business is power- 
ful and they believe its intent is to break labor unions. 

Immediately below this "elite,” 9 per cent of the AFL and 19 
per cent of the CIO leaders hold a militant view on at least three 
of the four points. If we relax our criteria and add these two 
groups together, 12 per cent of the AFL and 27 per cent of the 
CIO leaders stand at the top of our scale. 

About 35 per cent of the AFL and 43 per cent of the CIO 
leaders occupy a fence-sitting position. They score militantly on 
only two of the four points at issue. Below them are 53 per cent 
of the AFL and 80 per cent of the CIO leadership who score 
either all negative, or positive on only one point. 


These are the labor leaders 

lined up along the scale of Militancy score: afl cio 

possible opposition to the A 3% 8% 

main drift. Whether this drift B 9 19 

will win or whether it will C 35 43 

be fought to the end depends D 38 24 

to some considerable extent F 15 6 

upon these men. If they do Total cases ..... 205 1^ 

not change and do not act in 


some manner adequate to the situation, they will not measure 
up to their responsibilities to the rank and file nor will they be 
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able to carry out that extension of democracy which alone can 
preserve such elements of it as now prevail. But if they choose 
to make the struggle, they will not be alone. 

The fight against the main drift will not take place imless the 
American workers are so hit by the coming slump that they will 
modify basically the outlook and alertness of our present labor 
leadership. Between the leaders and the led in the union world, 
more than in most others, there is a kind of step-by-step, long- 
term balance, the whole of which rests upon the state of the 
nation in its slump-war-boom cycle. The strength of the labor 
leader is with the rank and file; without it there would be no 
labor leader. But without leaders, the rank and file will not be 
strong at crucial times and places. 

The union leader is an organization man. In the end, he will 
change as does the character of his organization. That works 
both ways: to the right and to the left. Regardless of autocracy 
in the unions, in the long run the members will either destroy 
the leader or they will get some leadership out of him. The for- 
tune of the labor leader depends more directly than that of any 
other power elite upon the character and timing of the coming 
slump and upon how the workers will react to it. When appro- 
priate conditions move the masses, action of a larger sort is 
entered into with enthusiasm. It is then that leadership is tested 
and those men who have been plied with the security of routine 
and soaked with the fear of action fall by the way. 

If people show strength, they will find leaders. There are in 
the unions a handful of union-made men, now without much 
power, who see what is happening and who will be ready, when 
the time comes, to take the chance of leadership. There will be 
more such men. Even in our short political lifetime, we have 
witnessed an entirely new labor leader elite come to the fore. 
In another slump, it will happen again. The labor movement in 
America is still building. The AFL is only two generations old; 
the CIO, one-third of one generation. 
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To have an American labor movement capable of carrying out 
the program of the left, making allies among the middle class, 
and moving upstream against the main drift, there must be a 
rank and file of vigorous workers, a brace of labor intellectuals, 
and a set of politically alert labor leaders. There must be the 
power and there must be the intellect. Yet neither the intellec- 
tuals nor the workers at large are in a position to take up an 
alliance and fight against the great trend. The unions are the 
organizational key to the matter; and neither intellectuals nor 
rank and file are now running labor unions in the United States. 

This is where labor stands: there are labor leaders who are 
running labor unions, most of them along the main drift; there 
are left intellectuals who are not running labor unions, but who 
think they know how to run them against the main drift; and 
there are wage workers who are disgruntled and ready to do 
what must be done. 

It is the task of the labor leaders to allow and to initiate a 
union of the power and the intellect. They are the only ones who 
can do it; that is why they are now the strategic elite in American 
society. Never has so much depended upon men who are so ill- 
prepared and so little inclined to assume the responsibility. 
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I AM INDEBTED to many people for guidance and assistance, but five indi- 
viduals have been crucial in the making of this book; 

J. B. S. Hardman of the Inter-Union Institute, which provided approxi- 
mately one-third of the funds for the poll materials incorporated, has guided 
my thinking about unions over the last two years. He will not be in agree- 
ment with many of the conclusions, but without his aid I should not liave 
reached them. 

Helen Schneider, formerly of the Bureau of Applied Social Research, with 
whom I have been for two years happily associated in several research en- 
deavors, prepared an analysis of tlie poll materials incorporated in the book. 
Her memorandum was especially valuable in the critique it provided of the 
meaning of tlie questions asked the labor leaders. 

Hazel Gaudet Erskine, formerlv with tlie Bureau of Applied Social Re- 
search and the Columbia Broadcusting System, designed a set of preliminary 
tables, checked my sample, and is responsible for much of the statistical 
work behind Chapter Three. In aedition, I have had tlie benefit of her 
detailed criticism of the second draft of the manuscript. 

Maud Zimmerman, now of Sarah Lawrence College, pre-tested several 
drafts of the questionnaire and performed the laborious task of administer- 
ing the mailing and reception of the tliree waves of interviews. 

Ruth Harper Mills was in charge of tlie preparation of the manuscript; 
her general editorial work and advice have been indispensable; without her 
six months of work, the book would have been delayed at least another year. 
In addition, she has relieved me of other research burdens in order to permit 
my working on this manuscript. 


II 

Beatrice Kevitt thoroughly edited the next-to-the-last manuscript, greatly 
improving its readability. I wish to thank her for generously giving of her 
time and skill. 

In its various phases, the manuscript has been read and criticized by 
many friends and colleagues, among them: Louis Clair of Modem Revieu), 
Hans Gerth of the University of Wisconsin, Richard Hofstadter of Columbia 
University, Leo Lowenthal of the Institute of Social Research, Robert S. 
Lynd of Columbia University, Dwight MacDonald of Politics magazine, 
Robert K. Merton of Columbia University, William Miller of New York City, 
Irving Sanes of New York City, Clarence Senior of the Bureau of Applied 
Social Research, Columbia University, Adolph Sturmthal of Bard College, 
Harvey Swados of Nyack, New York, and Nat Weinberg of the United Auto- 
mobile Workers. 

Their advice has greatly facilitated my work and clarified its results at 
many points. I wish to thank them, and to say that they are in no way 
responsible for such deficiencies or errors as remain. 
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The following men in the labor unions have generously given me their 
aid in connection with two polls of labor leaders. None of them are in 
any way resxx)nsible for the questions which I have asked or for the anal- 
ysis presented. Boris Shiskin, economist, AFL; I. M. Orburn, Secretary- 
Treasurer, Union Label Trades Department, AFL; James B. Carey, Secre- 
tary-Treasurer, CIO; Kermit Eby, Assistant Director, Department of Re- 
search and Education, CIO; J. G. Luhrsen, Executive Secretary, Railway 
Labor Executive Association; Glenn R. Atkinson, Railroad Labor Organiza- 
tions, formerly with OPA; Marion Hedges, Research Director, Brotherhood 
of Railway Trainmen; Phil E. Ziegler, Grand Secretary-Treasurer, Brother- 
hood of Railway Clerks, AFL. .. 

IV 

This book is the third report of a research project on the characteristics 
of American labor leaders which I have had under way since 1941. Report 
No. 1, with which I was assisted by Mildred Atkinson of the University of 
Maryland, was published in ^e^^ublic Opinion Quarterly (Summer, 1945). 
That first report was the pilot study of the present work, and some of the 
figures and formulations in the present book are taken from it. Report 
No. 2, a preliminary statement of tlie poll materials incorporated in this 
book, is printed in The House of Labor, edited by J. B. S. Hardman (New 
York: Rensis Press, 1948). 

V 

I know of only two previous statistical studies of trade union leaders. 
Both of them use the data contained in American Labor Who's Who ( New 
York, 1925): P. A. Sorokin, ‘‘Leaders of Labor and Radical Movements in 
the United States and Foreign Countries,” American Journal of Sociology 
(November, 1927), pp. 382-411; Louis Stanley, “A Cross-Section of Ameri- 
can Labor Leadership,” Appendix III, pp. 412-20, of American Labor Dy- 
namics, edited by J. B, S. Hardman (New York, 1928). The latter study 
by Stanley provides tabular information on officials of the AFL and of 
independent unions which I have used to establish trends in various connec- 
tions. These distributions include 788 persons directly connected with labor 
unions, 682 of them with the AFL. Unfortunately, we are not told their 
positions in the unions, but they are separated from the non-union people 
listed in American Labor Who's Who, many of whom are journalists, politi- 
cal party figures, and executives of various labor serving associations. Infor- 
mation on “The 1924 Leaders,” contained in the present book, has been 
computed from Stanley’s tables on leaders directly connected with unions. 

In addition, there is one study of local labor leaders in two Connecticut 
towns which provides census-type data on 44 leaders: Samuel Koenig, “Social 
Backgrounds and Attitudes of Labor Leaders, with Special Reference to 
New Haven and New Britain, Connecticut,” Sociology and Social Research 
(January-February, 1941), pp. 264-65. 
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Introduction: What Are Labor Leaders Like? 

On the distinction between unions as armies and as town meetings, see 
A. J. Muste, ‘‘Factional Fights in Trade Unions/' pp. 332-48 in American 
Labor Dynamics, edited by J. B. S. Hardman (New York: Harcourt, Brace, 
1928 ) . On the labor union as an enterprise, see, under difFerent terminology, 
Selig Perlman, A Theory of the Labor Movement (New York: Scribner’s, 
1928). On the powers of property, see Franz Neiunann, European Trade 
Unionism and Politics (New York: League for Industrial Democracy Pam- 
phlet, June, 1936). 

Chapter One: The Political Publics 

A first draft of parts of this chapter was printed in the May-June, 1947, 
issue of Labor and Nation: C. Wright Mills, “Five Publics the Polls Don't 
Catch.” The estimate of Communist Party turnover is from Arthur M. Schle- 
singer, Jr., Life, July 29, 1946. The reference to “troublemakers” in the steel 
unions is to an item in C. S. Golden and H. J. Ruttenberg, The Dynamics 
of Industrial Democracy (New fork: Harper's, 1942). 

Chapter Two: The Mass Public's View 

The facts concerning radio's handling of labor news are drawn from Lila 
W. Sussman's article, “Labor in the Radio News, an Analysis of Content,” 
Journalism Quarterly, Vol. XXII (September, 1945). I am indebted to Susan 
Cane for her spot examination of labor in the daily press. 

Some of the figures for the table on “In and Out of the Unions” are 
taken from Mills and Thelma Ehrlich, “The People in the Unions,” Labor 
and Nation (January-February, 1947). They were tabulated from a poll per- 
formed by the National Opinion Research Center, then at the University of 
Denver, which we borrowed. NORG is not responsible for any errors in 
the results we present, or for our interpretative analysis. We wish to thank 
Clyde Hart, director of NORC, for his generosity in allowing us to analyze 
and present these materials. Other figures are from M. J. Ulmer, “The Post 
War Business Population,” Survey of Current Business (January, 1947); the 
Statistical Abstract of 1946 (Adult population in 1945, p. 14; Employed 
labor force over 20 years of age, p. 175); and the Sixteenth Census of the 
United States: the Labor Force, pp. 98 and 100. As to the proportion of 
leaders and active members among the “Union-involved,” see John Huber, 
“This is Labor,” Labor and Nation (August, 1943), p. 26. For comments on 
the apathy of trade union members in British unions, see “Inside the 
Unions,” Planning No. 249 (May 10, 1946), a broadsheet issued by Political 
and Economic Planning. 

The mass public’s opinions of labor unions and leaders are all taken from 
the file of such opinions maintained by the Labor Research Division of the 
Bureau of Applied Social Research, Columbia University. This includes all 
relevant materials from all the major polling organizations, notably Roper, 
Gallup, and NORC. Two previous analyses of this data, by Mills and Hazel 
Gaudet Erskine, have been drawn upon in the preparation of this text; both 
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appeared in Labor and Nation: “Labor^s General Score with the Public” 
(November-December, 1946); and “Anti-Labor Legislation” (March- April, 
1947). Daniel L. Camp prepared some special tabulations of materials on 
file with the American Institute of Public Opinion Research from which I 
have drawn. 

A great many questions asked the mass public by the polling organizations 
have been biased against labor unions. Recently some 155 questions asked 
about labor by the major polling organizations between 1940 and 1945 were 
examined in fine detail by an expert on polling, A. Komhauser (“Are Public 
Opinion Polls Fair to Organized Labor,” Public Opinion Quarterly [Winter, 
1947]. See criticism of this analysis in POQ [Summer, 1947]). Of the 155 
questions examined, 3 per cent were biased pro-laborj^ 42 per cent were 
neutral, and 55 per cent were biased anti-labor. Moreover, the questions 
which have been asked tend to be focused on union faults, on features of 
the imion world that one would expect to be publicly condemned, or upon 
restrictions on the unions that have been proposed: some 81 questions fall 
into that category. Only 8 questions, on the other hand, are focused upon 
the more positive features of unions; the remaining 66 are neutral or doubt- 
ful in their focus. Certain polling organizations are more guilty of anti-labor 
bias than others: approximately three-fourths of Dr. George Gallup's ques- 
tions during this period are “in the negative direction.” The polls “Taken 
as a whole,” this study concludes, “are clearly not fair to organized labor.” 
Yet recognizing this bias, we can, if we exercise great care, use the results 
of the polls in our attempt to gauge the public's attitude toward the labor 
unions. 

The question, “Are you in favor of unions?” was asked in August, 1936, 
June, 1937, October, 1938, May, August, and December, 1939, May, 1940, 
May and NWember, 1941, May, 1942, and May, 1943. 

Any “popularity contest” of labor leaders runs into the fact of mass 
ignorance. If, for instance, people are asked to pick from a list of labor 
leaders those whom they most approve and those whom they most dis- 
approve, they must of necessity choose both their favorites and their least 
liked from among leaders with whose names they are acquainted. To counter- 
act this factor of familiarity as much as possible, we have in the text scored 
the results of this popularity contest by computing the ratio of approval to 
disapproval. 

Chapter Three: The Houses of Labor 

I have taken factual material for use in my statement of organization from 
several standard labor economics texts, notably, Carrol R. Daugherty, Labor 
Problems in American Industry (Boston: Houghton Mifflin, 1941), and Rich- 
ard Lester, Economics of Labor (New York: Macmillan, 1947). A good gen- 
eral statement is to be found in the Winter, 1946, issue of the Harvard 
Business Review, “Understanding Union Administration,” by Philip Taft, 
and another in F. Peterson, American Labor Unions (New Ycrk: Harper's, 
1945). I have also interviewed on this problem staff members and other 
representatives of various internationals. 



NOTES AND SOURCES 299 

My figures on the internationals and the history of their memberships are 
from an unpublished manuscript ‘*The White-Collar Unions,” and from a 
set of tables run from Hollerith cards on which I have punched the informa- 
tion contained about each of the 182 internationals in F. Peterson's Hand-- 
hook of Trade Unions, as well as other, scattered sources. I wish to thank 
Mr. Roslow for assisting me in the coding of these materials. 

To speak only about the average size of unions may obscure significant 
variations. The leader of the International Association of Sideographers, 
which contains 48 members, carries a different administrative burden 
than the chief of the Automobile, Aircraft and Agricultural Implement 
Workers, which numbers upward of 1,000,000 members. It is well to remem- 
ber that even at the kite wartime peak, only 30 internationals (or 17 per 
cent) contained over 100,000 members, and 79 (or 46 per cent) of the inter- 
nationals contained less than 25,000 members. The number of locals in an 
international is a further clue die administrative scope of the top leaders. 
An international may contui.i anywhere from a few to over 5,000 locals, 
but the average (median) number of locals for all internationals is around 
166. 

The membership figures for the AFL, CIO, and independent unions of 
the first quarter, 1947, are from The Directory of Labor Unions in the U. S. 
(Bureau of Labor Statistics, Bulletin No. 901, Washington, D. C., May, 
1947). 

Both the AFL and the CIO contain local unions that are directly affiliated 
with them without an intermediary national or international organization. 
In 1940, for example, directly affiliated locals in the AFL numbered 1,450, 
containing a total of 250,000 workers, and in the CIO, there were around 
300 directly affiliated locals, with 210,000 workers. Most of those in the AFL 
are in small communities where there are not enough employees in each 
craft for separate locals. It is the operating policy of each of die blocs to 
assign them as soon as it is expedient to appropriate internationals. 

The AFL is further complicated by 4 Departments and 720 Department 
Councils, which consist of sub-groupings of unions in related trades or crafts. 
This arrangement, however, is merely an administrative convenience for the 
internationals involved; they attempt to minimize and to adjust jurisdictional 
issues among the locals of the various internationals. Some of the depart- 
ments— ones for coal and metal miners, for instance— were abolished after 
the unions involved had resolved their jurisdictional squabbles. 

The tabulations of all unions into craft, amalgamated craft, and industrial 
types was made from a roster drawn up by Carrol Daugherty, op. cit., pp. 
531-38. In 1915, Glocker (“Amalgamation of Related Trades in American 
Unions,” American Economic Review, Vol. V, p. 554) revealed that of 133 
internationals, only 28 were organized strictly according to craft. See also 
Solomon Blum, “Jurisdictional Disputes Resulting from Structural Differ- 
ences in American Trade Unions,” University of California Publications in 
Economics, Vol. Ill, No. 3X (Berkeley, 1913). A study by D. J. Saposs and 
Sol Davidson (“Structure of AFL Unions,” National Labor Relations Board, 
Research Memorandum No. 8, Washington, D. C., May 15, 1939, Mimeo- 
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graphed) indicated that of 81 AFL imions, only 12 were strictly craft in 
organizational form. The classifications used were quite rigorous and com- 
plicated. 

As of August, 1940, here are the percentages of the three types of unions 
organized during three historical periods, computed from Daugherty; 


Period ofwrigin: 

Before 1914 

1914-1934 

1935-1939 . 

CRAFT 

... 77% 
...16 

7 

AMALG. 

60% 

20 

20 

INDUS. 

47% 

25 

28 

Total 

... 43 

91 

36 

Average size of membership for the three types of union? organized in these 
periods is as follows; 

Average Size of Reported Membership 

Period of origin: 

CRAFT 

AMALG. 

INDUS. 

Before 1914 

20,100 

57,300 

119,000 

1914-1934 

5,570 

18,500 

77,300 

1935-1939 

2,630 

24,300 

81,950 

All unions in 1940 .... 

16,200 

43,000 

98,500 


Data on fees and dues are available in Philip Taft, “Dues and Fees in 
Labor Unions,” Quarterly Journal of Economics (February, 1946). See also 
New York Times, February 10, 1946, for detailed statements of dues for all 
CIO internationals; and also “How Much to be a Union Man?” Business 
Week, August 17, 1940. The study of tenure of office from 1910 to 1941 
was made by Philip Taft, “Opposition to Union Officers in Elections,” 
Quarterly Journal of Economics (February, 1944). The data on specific un- 
opposed elections in unions are also from Taft, “Understanding Union Ad- 
ministration,” Harvard Business Review (Winter, 1946). 

Chapter Four: The Split Runs Deep 

The ages of the labor leaders and their educational levels are taken from 
an original poll. This study includes; the leaders of the national AFL and 
CIO unions— the presidents and the secretary-treasurers; the presidents and 
secretaries of the AFL and CIO state organizations; the leaders of the city 
centrals (AFL) and the city industrial councils (CIO). Among these men 
'are found practically all the big names of labor as well as hundreds who 
are not nationally known. There is no doubt that the power of decision in 
the world of the unions resides with these leaders, and especially with the 
heads of the national imions. 

The sample for our study was based on lists provided by the AFL and 
CIO of their leaders on the national, state, and city levels. The dates of the 
lists for the various categories varied somewhat, but in general our reference 
date is the late spring and early summer of 1946. In the following table 
we have, as it were, mapped out the population from which the sample 
was drawn: 



NOTES a; 

Three waves of questionnaires 
were sent out. A questionnaire went 
to each of the CIO leaders repre- 
sented in the accompanying table. 

Questionnaires were sent to every 
national and state officer of the 
AFL. Since there were so many 
AFL city heads, we addressed a 
questionnaire to every other leader. 

We sent a total of 1,026 question- 
naires. The first wave was put into the mails on May 8, 1946; the second, 
mailed on May 24, was sent to all those who had not responded to the first 
mailing; the third, mailed on July 3, was sent only to certain categories of 
personnel. In accompanying letters, anonymity was guaranteed the individ- 
uals who resijonded. In the eiid we obtained a sample of 410 usable returns 
from these categories, or 40 per cent of the number we had attempted to 
poll. (The independent unions were also polled, but our sample was too 
small for exact study. We also I ave fragmentary materials on 82 editors and 
research and educational directors— see Notes to Chapter Fifteen.) 

The response was larger among the CIO leaders than among those of the 
AFL. Because of this, it is technically difficult to throw together the returns 
from these two union blocs. We could, of course, do so by weighting our 
sample, but we do not think that is wise. It is more convenient, and just as 
interesting for our purposes, to treat our data as two samples— one of the 
AFL and one of the CIO. We have compared the samples and the popula- 
tions in the AFL and the CIO by tlie various positions involved. This com- 
parison shows rather clearly that the sample obtained does not differ signifi- 
cantly from the population as a whole in any single category of personnel. 
Here is the population and the sample of labor leaders by positions: 


D SOURCES 

AFL 

CIO 

301 

TOTAL 

National 

Presidents . . 

99 

38 

137 

Secretaries . . 

85 

38 

123 

State 

Presidents . . 

50 

36 

86 

Secretaries . . 

48 

32 

80 

City heads 

756 

222 

978 

Total 

1,038 

366 

1,404 


AFL CIO 

Population Sample Population Sample 


National 

Presidents 15% 13% 10% 12% 

Secretaries 13 14 10 9 

State 

Presidents 8 6 10 15 

Secretaries 7 12 9 10 

City heads . . . . . 57 55 61 5^ 


Total number .... 660 232 366 178 

If we knew even a few facts about the labor leader population as a whole, 
we could then compare our sample with these facts about the population. 
But all we know, apart from position, is the region of the country in which 
the leaders reside. In the table below, we compare our sample with the 
population of leaders in terms of the four major regions of the country. It 
will be seen that the two distributions do not differ in any significant way. 
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AFL CIO 


Population Sample Population Sample 

Northeast 2S% 25% 37% 31% 

North Central ... 40 41 36 38 

South 24 20 16 17 

West . ^13 14 11 14 


Total number 660 230 ^ 366 177 * 


* Two of the AFL men and one CIO man are from outside the 
U.S. proper— Canada and Alaska. 

Even when we bteak down tlie geographical distribution into finer units, 
we find that the sample is a very close regional approximation to the popu- 
lation that it represents. 

We might be afraid that our sample is biased in that the labor leaders 
who refused to respond to our questionnaire are in some significant way 
diflFerent from those who did answer. How can we find out if this is so 
when we know nothing about the"^iniverse we are interested in? 

This technique is frequently used in mail surveys: One can assume that 
the investigator was satisfied with the replies he received as a result of his 
first attempt. In that case, all who had not answered in the first wave would 
be non-responders. We have information about some of these non-responders, 
however, for some of them answered waves two and three. We may com- 
pare those who replied to wave one with those who replied to waves two 
and three (in our hypothetical reasoning the latter represent the non- 
responders to wave one). If they are different, we have reason to believe 
that our sample is not a representative one— that our sample does not reflect 
the universe. 

Mail polls often tend to be biased by education: the more educated peo- 
ple respond more frequently than those who are less educated. We cannot 
check the educational composition of all labor leaders with that of those 
in our sample, for nobody knows the educational composition of all labor 
leaders. Yet the range of education within our sample is quite wide, and 
there are very great educational differences between the AFL and CIO 
leaders. Should any educational bias exist, it would, of course, affect the 
absolute educational levels of our leaders. But the relative standing between 
the AFL and the CIO with respect to education might still be valid. Finally, 
we do have the check provided by the data obtained in the different waves. 
We can compare the educational level of those who responded to our first 
mailing with the educational level of those who responded to the later waves. 

AFL CIO 



Wave 1 

Waves 

2 and 3 

Wave 1 

Waves 
2 and 3 

Some high school or less 

. . . 56% 

62% 

43% 

42% 

High school graduate or 

more 41 

35 

54 

54 

No answer . 

3 

3 

3 

4 

Total number 

127 

105 

130 

48 
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Very little difference is found between the two waves: in the AFL, a slightly 
higher proportion of the less-educated responded in the second wave (62 
per cent as against 56 per cent), but this difference is not statistically signifi- 
cant. In tlie CIO, there is also no significant difference. We have followed 
this same procedure of comparing the answers to the first wave with those 
in the later waves in connection with all of the opinion questions which we 
asked the labor leaders. In no case do the answers differ significantly between 
the first and the later waves. 

It is known that mail polls tend to be biased in terms of the amount of 
interest in the subject and knowledge of the topic which you are polling. 
(See E. A. Suchman and B. McCandless, ‘"Who Answers Questionnaires?*' 
Journal of Applied Psychology [December, 1940], p. 753 ff. See also refer- 
ences cited in H. A. Edgerton, S. H. Britt, and R. D. Norman, “Objective 
Differences Among Various Types of Respondents to a Mailed Question- 
naire,” American Sociological Reviev) [August, 1947]). In the present case 
the questions concern the labor leader's career and personal opinions; it is, 
therefore, a sample of interested people. Speculatively, we do not know 
why some of them should be any more interested in such a topic than others. 

Still, it may be claimed that tliose who didn't answer might in some 
significant way be different from those who did— that they might be more 
or less co-operative, or more suspicious of pollers. We have no definitive 
answer to this. The only way to find out would be to know what our 
non-responders are like— by personal interview, if necessary. Our budget 
made this procedure impossible. Such evidence as is available, and espe- 
cially the fact that there are no significant differences between those who 
answered the initial request and those who answered only after additional 
prodding, gives us confidence in this sample of labor leaders. 

The ages of corporation officials are from Fortune (February, 1940), p. 
51, and from TNEC Monograph No. 11, by M. E. Dimock and H. K. Hyde, 
Table X, p. 46. See also Taussig and Joslyn, American Business Leaders 
(New York: Macmillan, 1932). The ages of governmental officials were com- 
puted from information in A. W. Macmahon and J. D. Millett, Federal 
Administrators (New York: Columbia University Press, 1939). 

For a long time the AFL leaders have tended to be less well educated 
than non-AFL leaders. A study in 1924 (Stanley in American Labor Dy- 
namics) showed that 47 per cent of the independent union leaders and 66 
per cent of the AFL leaders were of the grammar school level. But the AFL 
leaders, like the rest of the U.S. population, have been slowly getting better 
educated. Over tliese two decades, tliere has been some lift in the educa- 
tional level within the AFL, although available figures do not permit us to 
say just how much it has been. 

Data on the education of business executives are found in Taussig and 
Joslyn, op, cit.; I have taken the education of corporation executives as of 
1940 from unpublished tabulations made by Virginia B. Miller; the corpora- 
tions are those listed by Berle and Means as tlie 200 largest plus all those 
not so listed but studied by the TNEC (Monograph 29, pp. 346-47). The 
data on government officials is from Macmahon and Millett, op, cit. 
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Chapter Five: The Self-Made Men 

The data on the Middle Western city are from a study organized by 
the Bureau of Applied Social Research. Complete results will be published 
by Harper's under the title, Influence: A Study of Stratification and Opinion 
Leaders, The city was selected as typical of its size group and region on 
the basis of 37 statistical indicators run on all cities of its size group in the 
Middle West. / 

The proportion of the population that is foreign-bom depends, of course, 
upon how many people immigrate into the country. Mass immigration into 
the U.S. was stopped by law about 25 years ago. That means that the pro- 
portion of the foreign-bom has steadily declined. In 1910, for the urban 
white population, the figure was 24.2 per cent; but by 1940, the proportion 
was 13.4 per cent. 

As with the general population, so with the labor leaders: over the last 
twenty years the trend has been toward more native-born leaders. In one 
1924 sample {American Labor Dynamics), 29 per cent of the AFL leaders 
were foreign-bom; today the AFL figure is 10 per cent. The only possible 
historical comparison with the Clft today is with the independent unions in 
1924. At that time, 50 per cent of the leaders of independent unions were 
foreign-bom whereas today in the CIO, 11 per cent, and in the independent 
unions, 14 per cent are foreign-bom. 

The older a person is, the more likely he is to be foreign-bom. This is 
true for the labor leader as well as for the U.S. population. Here are the 
proportions of foreign-bom in the various age groups for the 1940 white 
male population and for the labor leaders. 

WHITE * 


Age: MALES AFL CIO 

Under 35 2% 3% 

35-44 14% 5% 7% 

45-54 23% 10% 17% 

55 and over 25% 19% 29% 


* Computed from The Sixteenth Census of the 
U.S. 1940, Population—Nativity and Parentage of 
the White Population, Table 5, p. 35. 

It is of interest to notice that more of the labor leaders of foreign origin 
than the native-born have fathers in the small business strata. Thus in 
the AFL, 17 per cent of the leaders who were born in the U.S. of U.S.- 
born fathers, as compared with 26 per cent of the leaders who are foreign- 
bom of foreign fathers, have fathers in the small business class. In the CIO, 
the figures are 12 and 33 per cent respectively. 

The figures on U.S. males, occupational distribution, are taken from my 
forthcoming book. The New Middle Class: A Study of White-Collar People, 
and are a special '*recodification" of census data. Thanks are due to Oxford 
University Press for permission to present these figures before their publica- 
tion in that volume. The figures on the occupations of the fathers of business 
executives as of 1928 are from Taussig and Joslyn, American Business Lead- 
ers, recomputed from Table 20, page 88. 
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Answers to the question, ‘‘What was your main occupation before you 
became a trade union official?” may be biased: most unions require ffiat 
an individual have an employment record in the trade, industry, or occupa- 
tion being organized before he can be elected to a union position. It may 
therefore be that the labor jobs claimed as the main occupation of the labor 
leaders are reflections to some unknown extent of this administrative fact. 
However, in view of the occupations of the fathers reported, I do not feel 
that this is a very serious bias in tlie figures presented. 

I am indebted to a conversation with Earl Brown of Life magazine for 
several points made in connection with types of organizers. The distribution 
of income among the national and local officers, shown below, is com- 
puted from Philip Taft's essay, “Understanding Union Administration,” 
Harvard Business Review (Winter, 1946), pp. 253-57. I have compared some 
of these figures with those from the AFL given in the Postal Record (Decem- 
ber, 1943), pp. 440-41, and found the two commensurate. 


Sixty -two international preHflents, 1944: 




SALARY 

AFL 

CIO 

IND. 

TOTAL 

• $14,500-30,000 

. . 15% 

6% 

40% 

14% 

9,500-14,499 .... 

. . . 22 

18 


20 

4,500-9,499 . 

. . 48 

53 

60 

50 

2,000-4,499 

15 

23 


16 

Total cases . ... 

. 40 

17 

5 

62 

Top national officers, other than presidents, of sixty-two internationals: 

SALARY 

AFL 

CIO 

IND. 

TOTAL 

$12,500 and over . . . 

... 10% 


8% 

7% 

9,500-12,499 

10 

6% 

15 

9 

7,500-9,499 . 

21 

16 


17 

4,500-7,499 

. 38 

19 

54 

34 

2,500-4,499 

21 

59 

23 

33 

Total cases . . 

71 

37 

13 

121 


Full-time paid local officers: 

WEEKLY SALARIES 


LOCAL 

UNIONS 


$90-125 18% 

66-85 21 

45-65 26 

Highest regular rate in trade- 
foreman's rate 35 


Total cases 84 


The salaries of business executives are from R. A. Gordon, Business Lead- 
ership in the Large Corporation (Brookings Institution, 1945), especially pp. 
275, 280, 281, 299. These 264 executives were heads of companies in pubhc 
utilities, industrials, and railroads. Forty-four per cent of the industrial 
executives received more than $87,500 and around 19 per cent took more 
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than $112,500. Another study (John C. Baker, Executive Salaries and Bonus 
Plans [New York; McGraw-Hill, 1938], p. 181) in 1936 indicates the spread 
of executive compensation in 44 large industrial cori)orations: the top men 
got on the average $93,000; the bottom men averaged around $24,000; and 
the total average (median) for the whole group was $35,000. See also 
TNEC Monograph No. 11 by Dimock and Hyde. We do not, incidently, in 
this comparison have^ systematic data on expense accounts of business and 
labor leaders. 

The quote from Mother Jones is taken from Harold Seidman, The Labor 
Czars (New York; Liveright, 1938), pp. 257-58, as are several other points 
about the style of life of labor leaders. The quotes from Dubinsky and about 
Dubinsky and Hillman are from Benjamin Stolberg, Tailors* Progress (New 
York; Doubleday, 1944), see pp. 88, 186, 224, etc. I have also consulted 
with benefit on such points R. R. Brooks, When Labor Organizes (New 
Haven: Yale University Press, 1937), especially pp. 260-62. 

Chapter Six: The Liberal Rhetoric 

The quote on employers **stupeSfed by class dogma” is from Murray and 
Cooke, Organized Labor and Production (New York; Harper’s, 1940). 

Chapter Seven: The Racketeer Business 

In this chapter I have used Harold Seidman, The Labor Czars (New York: 
Liveright, 1938) both for facts and for the general tieup of business union- 
ism and business-labor racketeering; also Walter Chambers, Labor Unions 
and the Public (New York: Coward-McCann, 1936); Lester, op. cit.; Stol- 
berg, op. cit.; Dean Sullivan, This Labor Union Racket (New York: Hillman- 
Curl, 1936); Joel Seidman, Union Rights and Union Duties (New York: 
Harcourt, Brace, 1943); G. L. Hostetter and T. Q. Beesley, It’s a Racket 
(Chicago: Les Quin Books, 1929); Edward Levinson, “Business Prefers 
Racketeers,” The New Republic (November 27, 1935); and M. I. Gurfein, 
“Racketeering,” Encyclopaedia of the Social Sciences, Vol. XIII (New York: 
Macmillan, 1934), pp. 45-49, 

Chapter Eight: Labor's Image of Business 

In the answers to the question of who has more influence in national 
affairs—business or labor— the figures on the proportion thinking business has 
more power are minimum. Some who answered “labor” qualified “if labor 
could deliver the vote, etc.” They talked in terms of potential power. 

The question on the intention of business was worded: “Do you believe 
that, on the whole, the larger businesses in the United States: (a) Accept 
the principle of collective bargaining and deal with the unions in good 
faith , . . (b) They tolerate unions and deal with them as far as they have 
to but no further . . . (c) They are trying to ‘break’ the unions.” The three 
alternatives form a rough scale of trust in business intention from a labor 
union standpoint. As mentioned in the text of this chapter, however, the 
element of time needs to be present to make the (c) and (b) alternatives 
exclusive. That this is a deficiency in the wording of the question is shown 
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by the fact that some 20 per cent of the total group of respondents checked 
both (b) and (c). The idea of these respondents, as indicated by their com- 
ments, is clear: Business really wants to break the unions and intends to 
whenever the opportunity arises or the time comes. But we did not ask 
about the conditions of business putting into effect its intention; we asked 
about business’s intention as the respondent saw it. Therefore, the 20 per 
cent who checked both (b) and (c) have in our text tables been tabulated 
in the (c) group. 

Yet that does not entirely solve the trouble, for we know from tlie com- 
ments that at least some of the respondents, who checked (b) only, really 
believed that business was trying its best to break the unions but couldn’t 
do so because of existing laws. These few cases, as is standard in such check 
questions, were coded according to their comments as well as tlie check 
mark. There were still, howe\er, respondents who checked only the (b) 
statement and made no comment. It is entirely possible that at least some 
of these really should be in the (c) group, but they have of cour^Je been 
tabulated as (b). That k v.hy the percentages reported as believing that 
business is out to break the unions are absolute minimums; they are prob- 
r.bly 5 or 6 per cent greater, I ut there is no way to improve the accuracy 
of that particular count. However, an indirect check indicates tliat perhaps 
the error is very slight indeed. It would in most likelihood be tlie less-edu- 
cated resi^ondents who, checking (b), would nevertheless believe the (c) 
statement but not take the trouble to make a remark. Perhaps the better- 
educated CIO leaders were less docile about checking the question and not 
making a comment than the less-educated AFL leaders. But this is not tlie 
case: the CIO leaders were no more likely to double-check tlie alternatives 
or to make qualifying comments than were the less-educated AFL leaders. 

Chapter Nine: Programs and Expediences 

111 general, 95 per cent of the AFL leaders who beheve that business is 
out to break the unions also believe that the unions should have a long- 
range program, whereas 87 per cent of those who are more trustful of busi- 
ness intent believe that the unions should look to the future with the aid 
of a program. 

Henry David’s article, ''One Hundred Years of Political Action by Labor,” 
is an excellent brief account, especially of AFL policy and practice (Labor 
and Nation [November-December, 1946]). See also a previous statement by 
him in Labor Problems in America, edited by E. Stein and J. Davis (New 
York: Farrar, Rinehart, 1940). I have also consulted Robert Hunter, Labor 
in Politics (Chicago, 1915). On labor’s political strategy of collective bar- 
gaining applied to pohtics, see Selig Perlman’s lectures to the ILGWU, 
published by the union in 1945: "Labor in the New Deal Decade.” I have 
found W. E. Walling’s American Labor and American Democracy (New 
York: Harper’s, 1926) a good statement of labor’s traditional political role 
and attitude toward government. It is pro-AFL in viewpoint. See also for 
the AFL’s role and outlook Labor and Politics by Mollie Roy Carroll (New 
York: Houghton MifiBin, 1923), especially Chapter VIII. 

The quote on "social politics” is from Dubinsky, found in Stolberg, op. dt, 
p. 198. On political pluralism, cf. Francis W. Coker, Recent Political Thought 
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(London, Appieton-Centuiy, 1934), especially pp. BOSff. The quotation on 
the ILGWU is from Stolberg, op. cit, p. 345. The quotation on the steel- 
workers and the leaders, ''Witherspoon and Barton/* is from Golden and 
Ruttenberg, The Dynamics of Industrial Democracy, pp. 57-58. 

Chapter Ten: Party Ties 

On the general topic, see "Labor’s Role in the Election,” Joseph Rosen- 
farb. Public Opinion Quarterly (Winter, 1944), pp. S76ff., from whom I 
have quoted. On the 1940 Lewis episode, see Irving Bernstein, "John L. 
Lewis and the Voting Behavior of the CIO,” Public Opinion Quarterly (June, 
1941). The labor vote, 1936-44 is from The Gallup Political Almanac 
(Princeton: 1946), pp. 205-206. On the ILGWU and Dubinsky quotes, see 
Stolberg, op. cit. The quotation from A. A. Berle, Jr., is -from the magazine 
*47 (November, 1947). 

Chapter Eleven: Communists and Labor Leaders 

Our primary sources on Communism and the labor movement are: spot 
interviews over the last several years with labor leaders both in and out of 
Communist factions; several journalistic histories of labor during the Thirties, 
containing documented items about Commumst activities, especially Herbert 
Harris’s Labors Civil War (New York; Knopf, 1940), and Edward Levin- 
son’s Labor on the March (New York: Harper's, 1938); the files of the Daily 
Worker and New Masses, and those of labor and other non-Commimist 
papers. The magazine, Business Week, on this as on so many other items of 
labor union news, is very carefully documented and factual. The files of 
the New Leader provide a shrill liberal anti-CP line and news. Labor Action, 
the weekly organ of the Worker’s Party, contains far-left views and news. 

The lineup of the CIO unions according to Communist factions or con- 
trol has been developed from and checked against all relevant sources. 
See particularly Andrew Avery in the Chicago Journal of Commerce, be- 
tween June 24 and July 11, 1946, and between January 13 and January 31, 
1947. These are written from the standpoint of a sophisticated conservative 
and are quite factual. See also; Research Institute of America’s pamphlet, 
"The Communist in Labor Relations Today” (March, 1946), and U.S. Cham- 
ber of Commerce’s pamphlet prepared by E. Schmidt, "Communists Within 
the Labor Movement.” 

The quotations from Harold J. Laski are taken from The Secret Battalion 
(The Labour Publications Department, Transport House, Smith Square, 
London, S.W. 1), pp. 12 and 14. 

Chapter Twelve: Old Parties, New Parties 

See notes for Chapter Ten. A good brief discussion of the mass public’s 
view of "third parties” is found in NORC’s bulletin. Opinion News (Sep- 
tember 15, 1947). On views of the major parties and a new party, see G. H. 
Smith and R. P. Davis, "Do the Voters Want the Parties Changed?^' Public 
Opinion Quarterly (Summer, 1947). 

The figures on minority party vote were computed from the Statistical 



NOTES AND SOURCES 


309 


Abstract of the U.S. Census, 1946, p. 299. On the Socialist Labor and Social- 
ist Parties, see E. M. Sait, American Parties and Elections (New York: Ap- 
pleton-Century, 1939), p. 187 f. For figures on Socialist Party membership 
and votes, see American Labor Year Book (New York: Rand School, 1925), 
p. 141. On the 1912 election, see H. F. Pringle, Theodore Roosevelt (New 
York: Harcourt, Brace, 1931); for 1924, see K. C. MacKay's doctoral thesis. 
The Progressive Movement of 1924 (New York: Columbia University Press, 
1947), from which I have taken facts and quotations. Also cf. Matthew 
Josephson, The President Makers (New York: Harcourt, Brace, 1940). On 
the common denominators of Progressive movements, see B. P. Dewitt, The 
Progressive Movement (New York: Macmillan, 1915). On the AFL jwlicy of 
1910, see Convention Proceedings (1910), pp. 16 and 103, and For^ Years 
of Action (1920), both cited by W. E. Walling, American Labor and Ameri- 
can Democracy (New York: Harpers, 1926). 

The quote from Hillquit is from MacKay, cp. cit., who quotes it from 
Lewis Gannett, “A Party Struggles to Be Born/' Nation (March 4, 1924), p. 
240. For notes on PAG, Joseph Rosenfarb, “Labor's Role in the Elec- 
tion,” Public Opinion Quarterly (1944) p. S76ff. For an excellent analysis 
of Wallace's political history a id behavior, see Dwight MacDonald, Henry 
Wallace (New York: Vanguard, 1948). 

After our sample of labor leaders had answered the question on a national 
party, we followed up with: “How about in local (state and city) politics?” 
Contrary to our expectations, very few labor leaders are for a new party 
on one level (e.g., local) and against it on the other (e.g., national). The 
patterns of response on the national and the local are not statistically dif- 
ferent. When cross-tabulated, the following table results: 

It should be mentioned that a ^ 

close exammabon of the comments 

made to the new party questions nationally locally afl cio 

now and eventually indicates that Yes Yes 11% 18% 

it is the timing and not the differ- No No 83 74 

ent wording of the questions that Yes ... No 2 5 

accounts for the differences in the No Yes 4 3 


answers. The respondents inter- ^ -irro 

preted “gains for labor wiU best be Total cases . 227 176 

made by” in the same way as “I would prefer to work for labor's view- 
point by . . 

The difference in the timing of the new labor parly can be made the basis 
for an over-all classification of labor leader reaction to the idea. By combin- 
ing their answers we obtain the following picture: 


For a new labor party: 


NOW 

EVENTUALLY 

AFL 

CIO 

No . . . 

.... Yes 

. 12% 

26% 

No... 

No 

, . 77 

51 

Yes 

. Yes . 

11 

23 


Total cases . 


229 
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Chapter Thirteen: The Main Drift 

The quotations from the Automobile Workers’ proposals were printed in 
the New York Times, December 11, 1945; the facts on the Steel Workers* 
local agreement in Business Week (June 7, 1947); those on the ILGWU type 
of agreement are from Stolberg, op. cit. The quotes on business-management 
co-operation and Ordway Tead*s statement, cited by Golden and Ruttenberg, 
are from their book. The Dynamics of Industrial Democracy. 

I am indebted to an unpublished manuscript by Dwight MacDonald for 
the point about the Steel Workers Organizing Committee. The quotation 
on the TNEC hearing is from R. A. Lester, Economics of Labor (New York: 
Macmillan, 1947), p. 852. In the discussion of governmental actions, I have 
learned much from Bernard H. Fitzpatrick’s Understanding Labor (New 
York: McGraw-Hill, 1945), a conservative but penetrating book. I am not 
able to go along with his conclusions, but his analytic perception of what 
is involved has in several places been fitted into the pattern of my argu- 
ment. In my formulation of the main drift, I have found Franz Neuman’s 
work on the German labor movement {see Behemoth [New York: Oxford 
University Press, 1942], and tha^LID pamphlet cited above) valuable, as 
well as the idea of “power centers,” advanced by Fred Harbison and Robert 
Dubin in their excellent book. Patterns of Union Management Relations 
(Chicago, 1947), see pp. lS2ff.; and an unpublished manifesto by Louis 
Clair and Lilian Symes, “Where We Stand.” See also Adolf Sturmthal, The 
Tragedy of European Labor (New York: Columbia University Press, 1943). 

Chapter Fourteen: Alternatives 

Quotations represented here as from sophisticated conservatives have been 
taken mainly from Business Week and Fortune; for example, Business Week 
(September 14, 1946; June 7, 1947; November 1, 1947), and Fortune (June, 
1947). The figures from Fritz Sternberg are from his excellent book. The 
Coming Crisis (New York: John Day, 1947). In connection with the pro- 
gram of the left, I have reread with benefit G. D. H. Cole, Guild Socialism: 
A Plan for Economic Democracy (New York: Stokes, 1920), and G. D. H. 
Cole and W. M. Mellor, “Workers Control and Self Government in Indus- 
try,” Bulletin of New Fabian Research Bureau, No. 9 (1933), as well as vari- 
ous syndicalist literature. The quotation from Rea Stone is from her article, 
“The American Worker” (Internal Bulletin of the Johnson-Forest Minority, 
Issue No. 8, September 4, 1947, Mimeographed), and that from Monatte, 
“Trends in French Unionism,” Modern Review (August, 1947). The quota- 
tions from Nat Weinberg are taken from his speech before the American 
Statistical Association, New York, December, 1947. 

Chapter Fifteen: The Power and the Intellect 

A number of key facts on the habits and characteristics of the underdogs 
have been brought together by G. Knupfer in her doctoral thesis. Indices of 
Socio-Economic Status (New York: Columbia University Press, 1946). The 
occupational tables presented in this chapter are taken from my forthcom- 
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ing book, The New Middle Class: A Study of White-Collar People. The 
quotation by the Fortune writer on the middle classes during political crisis 
is from Sherry Mangan in “The State of the Nation; Minority Report,” 
Fortune (October, 1943). The Stimson quote on how war came is from the 
New York Times, 22 March 1946, p. 15, col. 4. 

We have at hand systematic information on 82 of the better-known and 
more influential of labor's staff intellectuals: 37 are editors of AFL and CIO 
papers, and 46 are directors of research and education within the unions. 
Although this small group cannot be taken as representative of labor's staff 
intellectuals as a whole, it does include most of the key people in this 
bracket. 

The editors of the labor papers are quite different from the directors of 
research and education. This is particularly true of AFL editors, who are 
not nearly as well educated as staff men of the CIO. Their union careers 
are also very different. The AFL editors entered the labor world long before 
the other intellectuals, and i;.r the most part, they rose in a way similar to 
that followed by the eh'wfvd leaders: most of tibem led their local units 
before taking their present posts. All the other types are more likely to have 
entered their present union posts without having held previous jobs in a 
trade union. On the whole, the AFL editors think like the elected AFL 
leaders. Like them, they feel labor should try to gain its ends by working 
within existing parties, that the AFL and CIO should get together and 
achieve unity. They are split pretty evenly in their opinions as to whether 
or not labor has long-range objectives and as to whether or not there is 
any serious threat of fascism in tliis country. Only a few of tliem are fearful 
of business's intentions with respect to labor unions. At the opposite pole 
of the staff world of the unions are the research directors of tlie CIO. They 
differ from the AFL leaders as do the elected CIO leaders; but among the 
CIO staff intellectuals, these differences are magnified and accentuated. 
Whereas the AFL editors seem to reflect and generally to go along with 
AFL opinion-leadership, the CIO research and education specialists seem 
to be more “extreme”; they not only go in the general direction of the CIO 
leadership but seem, in fact, to go beyond it. 

CIO leaders are much more likely than AFL leaders, for example, to be 
fearful of business's strength and suspicious of its motives. CIO research 
directors are even more fearful. The general CIO leadership is more “alert” 
to the menace of fascism than other labor leaders. Almost imaniinously, CIO 
research and education experts feel there is great danger of fascism in this 
country. On the question of eventually setting up a third party, a fifth of the 
AFL leaders favor such action; among the CIO leaders, support for a third 
party comes from twice that number. But among CIO research and educa- 
tion directors, three-fourths are in favor of eventually setting up a third 
party to gain labor's objectives. 

I have taken some points on the union-made intellectual from my essay 
“Grass Roots Union with Ideas,” Commentary (March, 1948). 
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